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OVERSIGHT OF USDA’S USE OF CENSUS OF 
AGRICULTURE AUTHORITY TO ACQUIRE 
FARMERS’ PERSONAL FINANCIAL 
INFORMATION 


WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 9, 2015 

House of Representatives, 

Subcommittee on Biotechnology, Horticulture, and 

Research, 
Committee on Agriculture, 

Washington, D.C. 

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:00 p.m., in Room 
1302 of the Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Rodney Davis 
[Chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Davis, Thompson, Scott, Gib- 
son, Yoho, Newhouse, DelBene, Kuster, Graham, and Peterson (ex 
officio). 

Staff present: Ashley Callen, Haley Graves, John Goldberg, Mary 
Nowak, Mollie Wilken, Stephanie Addison, John Konya, Anne Sim- 
mons, Keith Jones, Liz Friedlander, Matthew MacKenzie, Mike 
Stranz, Nicole Scott, and Carly Reedholm. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RODNEY DAVIS, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM ILLINOIS 

The Chairman. This hearing of the Subcommittee on Bio- 
technology, Horticulture, and Research, regarding oversight of 
USDA’s use of Census of Agriculture authority to acquire farmers’ 
personal financial information, will come to order. 

I will tell you, this is my first time in this room, and the techno- 
logical disadvantages we have here are interesting. We actually 
have a toggle switch on the microphone. I haven’t seen one of those 
here, so welcome to history. 

I would now like to offer up a welcome to our witness, Mr. Reilly, 
from the USD A. Thank you for being here. 

I will go ahead and commence with my opening statement, and 
then let the Ranking Member commence with her statement. I will 
let the Members know that we are expecting votes during this 
hearing. Hopefully, they will not last long and we can immediately 
come back here and complete the hearing in a very timely manner. 

So with that, I want to begin by saying thank you again, Mr. 
Reilly. And today the Subcommittee will begin a public dialogue 
with the USDA’s National Agricultural Statistics Service regarding 
concerns raised by producers pertaining to a perceived abuse of dis- 
cretion in conducting the Census of Agriculture. 

( 1 ) 
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The Census of Agriculture is conducted every 5 years by NASS, 
the most recent Census being taken in 2012. Data collected from 
the Census of Agriculture is incredibly important as it provides the 
only source of consistent, county-level statistics on agriculture oper- 
ations throughout the United States. This data is used to prepare 
estimates of farm income and production costs, calculate research 
and extension formula allocations to land-grant universities — like 
the one I serve, the University of Illinois — evaluate agricultural 
programs and policies, to administer farm programs, and plan for 
operations during disease or pest emergencies. The Farm Credit 
Administration also uses the data to evaluate farmer loan pro- 
grams. It is also intended to assist Congress in considering legisla- 
tion, most notably the farm bill, and in overseeing farm programs. 

Implementation of the 2014 Farm Bill is particularly data-driv- 
en. It cannot be overstated how important it is that farmers have 
confidence in NASS’ process and participate in the Census. 

States and local governments, as well as farm organizations, use 
the data collected from the Census of Agriculture to analyze and 
develop policies on land use, water use and irrigation, rural devel- 
opment, and farmland assessment. Rural electric companies use 
such statistics, they do this all the time, to forecast future energy 
needs. 

Prior to 1997, the Census of Agriculture was taken by the Cen- 
sus Bureau, an agency within the Department of Commerce. Fol- 
lowing proposals by the Census Bureau to redefine farms solely in 
order to reduce its own workload and costs involved, the Agri- 
culture Committee determined that it would be in the best inter- 
ests of all parties to transfer the authority to conduct the Census 
from the Secretary of Commerce to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
Legislation was subsequently enacted to transfer the Census of Ag- 
riculture to the USDA. 

When we reported this legislation. Congress was cognizant of the 
amount of time taken by producers to respond to the Census ques- 
tionnaire. In the report filed by this Committee, we specifically 
highlighted these concerns and instructed USDA to ensure that the 
Census questionnaire would be concise, easily readable and under- 
standable, and relevant to today’s agricultural operations. 

In fact. Congress specifically instructed the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to undertake a review of all questions currently asked as 
a part of the Census of Agriculture to ensure their relevancy. 

In January of 2015, the Committee, both Majority and Minority, 
were contacted by farmers and ranchers concerned that the NASS 
improperly used the Census of Agriculture authority to conduct a 
survey entitled Tenure, Ownership, and Transition of Agricultural 
Land, or otherwise known as TOTAL. By invoking the Census au- 
thority, NASS rendered the TOTAL survey compulsory. 

The farmers and ranchers in touch with the House Agriculture 
Committee were confounded by the duplicative, intrusive, and over- 
broad nature of TOTAL. The TOTAL survey inquired about all as- 
pects of an operator’s personal financial portfolio, as well as all as- 
pects of farm-related income and expenses. We will discuss the spe- 
cific questions on the TOTAL survey during our question and an- 
swer time, but I would like to welcome Mr. Joe Reilly, the Adminis- 
trator of the National Agricultural Statistics Service, to help the 
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Committee understand how decisions were made to develop and 
mandate intrusive survey questions, questions that, on their face, 
have little to do with agricultural production. I think it is accurate 
to point out that these types of questions were certainly never in- 
tended by Congress to be included in a mandatory Census of Agri- 
culture. In fact, the instructions Congress gave to the USDA at the 
time that the legislation was enacted point out that Congress was 
specifically concerned about this type of abuse of discretion. 

Mr. Reilly, thank you for being here today. It is our hope that 
you can shed some light on the decision-making process. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Davis follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Hon. Rodney Davis, a Representative in Congress 

FROM Illinois 

Today the Subcommittee will begin a public dialogue with USDA’s National A^i- 
cultural Statistics Service (NASS) regarding concerns raised by producers pertaining 
to a perceived abuse of discretion in conducting the Census of Agriculture. 

The Census of Agriculture is conducted every 5 years by NASS, the most recent 
Census being taken in 2012. Data collected from the Census of Agriculture is incred- 
ibly important as it provides the only source of consistent, county-level statistics on 
agriculture operations throughout the United States. This data is used to prepare 
estimates of farm income and production costs, calculate research and extension for- 
mula allocations to land-grant universities, evaluate agricultural programs and poli- 
cies, to administer farm programs, and plan for operations during disease or pest 
emergencies. The Farm Credit Administration also uses the data to evaluate farmer 
loan programs. It is also intended to assist Congress in considering legislation, most 
notably the farm bill, and in overseeing farm programs. 

Implementation of the 2014 Farm Bill is particularly data-driven. It cannot be 
overstated how important it is that farmers have confidence in NASS’ process and 
participate in the Census. 

States and local governments, as well as farm organizations use the data collected 
from the Census of Agriculture to analyze and develop policies on land use, water 
use and irrigation, rural development, and farmland assessment. Rural electric com- 
panies use such statistics to forecast future energy needs. 

Prior to 1997, the Census of Agriculture was taken by the Census Bureau, an 
agency within the Department of Commerce. Following proposals by the Census Bu- 
reau to redefine farms solely in order to reduce its own workload and costs involved, 
the Agriculture Committee determined that it would be in the best interests of all 
parties to transfer the authority to conduct the Census from the Secretary of Com- 
merce to the Secretary of Agriculture. Legislation was subsequently enacted to 
transfer the Census of Agriculture to USDA. 

When we reported this legislation. Congress was cognizant of the amount of time 
taken by producers to respond to the Census questionnaire. In the report filed by 
this Committee, we specifically highlighted these concerns and instructed USDA to 
ensure that the Census questionnaire would be concise, easily readable and under- 
standable, and relevant to today’s agricultural operations. 

In fact. Congress specifically instructed the Secretary of Agriculture to “undertake 
a review of all questions currently asked as a part of the Census of Agriculture to 
ensure their relevancy.” 

In January 2015, the Committee, both Majority and Minority, were contacted by 
farmers and ranchers concerned that the NASS improperly used the Census of Agri- 
culture authority to conduct a survey entitled Tenure, Ownership, and Transition 
of Agricultural Land (TOTAL). By invoking the Census authority, NASS rendered 
the TOTAL survey compulsory. 

The farmers and ranchers in touch with the House Agriculture Committee were 
confounded by the duplicative, intrusive, and over-broad nature of TOTAL. The 
TOTAL survey inquired about all aspects of an operator’s personal financial port- 
folio as well as all aspects of farm related income and expenses. We will discuss the 
specific questions on the TOTAL survey during our question and answer time, but 
I would like to mention that NASS asked farmers how much they spend on health 
care and dental visits. You may think those are relevant areas to probe, but then 
we discovered NASS asked farmers how much they spend on vacations and going 
to the movies, if that is one’s hobby. If a farmer or rancher ignored the survey, that 
producer could face a monetary penalty. 
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The Committee began oversight in February 2015 by requesting briefings by 
NASS officials and has since reviewed approximately 49,000 documents produced by 
USDA. Over the course of the Committee’s oversight, it became clear that certain 
anomalies occurred during the planning and approval phase of the survey. The e- 
mails produced to the Committee show USDA leadership involvement in the proc- 
ess, which raises questions about the motivations for the compulsory nature of the 
TOTAL survey. The motivation for conducting TOTAL as a mandatory survey is un- 
clear. 

Today we have invited Mr. Joe Reilly, the Administrator of the National Agricul- 
tural Statistics Service to help the Committee understand how decisions were made 
to develop and mandate intrusive survey questions, questions that on their face 
have little to do with agricultural production. I think it is accurate to point out that 
these types of questions were certainly never intended by Congress to be included 
in a mandatory Census of Agriculture. In fact, the instructions Congress gave to 
USDA at the time the legislation was enacted point out that Congress was specifi- 
cally concerned about this type of abuse of discretion. 

Mr. Reilly, thank you for being here today. It is our hope that you can shed some 
light on the decision-making process. 

I now yield to the Ranking Member, Ms. DelBene for her opening comments. 

PowerPoint Presentation 
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From: 

Picanso, Renee - NASS 

Sent; 
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Wednesday, March 26, 2014 3:24 PM 

10. 

Subject: 

TOTAL • Census authority 


I stopped by to see loe R to clarify bow he wants to proceed on mandatory reporting authority. He says he is 
in agreement to replace ARMS III with TOTAL and ask for mandatory authority. He seemed to think that we 
were the ones pushing the dual mandatory and voluntary authority. 

I told him I would give him a list of talking points before the 0MB meeting that he could review so we arc all 
on the same page I stopped by and toldl^H^H 


R. Renee Picanso 

Director, Census and Survey Division 
National Agricultural Statistics Service 
United States Department of Agriculture 
202-720-3383 

renee.picanso@)nass.usda.gov 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 



Thursday, October 30, 2014 11:16 AM 



RE: TOTAL supporting statements 


99 AELOS response rale: 

Operator: 74.9 
Landlord: 50.8 

We didn't actually publish the K. Just total received, out of business, etc. And then a bunch of text to try to 
confuse people about our actual response rate. But doing the calculations on my own I came out with the 
numbers above. They don't help our argument much. 


202.690.8802 


Slide 3 



Subject: RE: Ag Surveys Program (201312-0535-001) 


Good Morning. 

Well ■■ lorwarded the message on to Joe R. yesterday, so I went and talked with loe already, loe said that 
we have approval to treat this as a mandatory survey under the discretionary rights ol the secretary I was going 
to wait till Monday or Tuesday to tell Jen that we investigated it and our Administration said It was ok to proceed. 


U5DA • NASS - OM0 Clearance Officer 
202-690-2388 
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Thursday, December 18, 2014 1:45 PM 
RE: ARMS 3 rrews release 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Yes For 0MB purposes it is one survey 


Survey Administration Branch 
Environmental and Economic Survey Section 
202-720-3598 


From: NASS 

Se nt: Thursday, December 18, 2014 3:21 PM 
To; - NASS 

Subject; FW: ARMS 3 news release 

Sorry - for my benefit, and to be clear There Is only one press release to announce both ARMS3 and 
Landlord TOTAL, with no mention of ERS,... correct? 


Slide 5 


0MB Staff wrote; 

Thank you.|^| I received a message back from our general counsel this morning, and had been 
meaning to gel back to you. 

Our OGC reviewed Title 7. From his read and consultations with his team, he believes that only the 
survey content named in the title is designated as mandatory, and that any additional content 
(even if embedded or otherwise Fielded alongside) Is not be designated as mandatory under Title 7. 
However, our OGC noted that some agencies have discretion In naming a particular survey or set of 
items on a survey as mandatory, IF USOA/NASS/ERS has this discretion, they might be able to Invoke 
it in the case of TOTAL/ARMS. Vour OGC could advise you. 

I will take a look at Ag Surveys Program as soon as I can. 

BestH 


On May wrote: 

Well, we got an answer frorr^B but It wasn't exactly what we were expecting I will be 
teleworking on Friday, if you want to talk. Do we want to give Joe Reilly a heads up on this? Let me 
know what you think. 


USOA-CENSUS4)013937 
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From; 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 



Thursday, December 18, 2014 1:09 PM 



RE: ARMS 3 news release 


Based on earlier discussions, we cannot mention ERS as a TOTAL partner sincejt's a Census product. Basically, Joe 
did not think it is appropriate for us to conduct a Census for another agency. 


Office; (202)690-8121 


We cannot mention 
ERS as a TOTAL 
partner since it's a 
Census product. 

V / 
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NASS 

Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2014 1:09 PM 

■■■I NASS; NASS 

Subject: RE: ARMS 3 news release 


Based on earlier discussions, we cannot mention ERS as a TOTAL partner since It's a Census product. Basically, Joe 
did not think it is appropriate for us to conduct a Census for another agency. 



Office: (2021 690-8121 
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The Chairman. And I now yield to the Ranking Member, Ms. 
DelBene, for her opening comments. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. SUZAN K. DelBENE, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM WASHINGTON 

Ms. DelBene. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hear- 
ing today. And thank you, Mr. Reilly, for being with us. 

The thoughtful acquisition of data is essential to an informed de- 
cision-making process, both in the public and in the private sectors. 
What data to collect, how and when to collect it, and how to protect 
its appropriate use are all important questions for any organization 
engaged in data collection. 

Big data is a buzzword in agriculture these days. It is kind of 
a buzzword everywhere, and we had a hearing on it recently here 
in the Agriculture Committee. And this afternoon, we will hear 
from the National Agricultural Statistics Service, or NASS. NASS 
has been involved in the collection of big data long before today’s 
innovation age, including things like The Internet of Things. 

In light of this new and exciting time, it is critical to better un- 
derstand not just how the private-sector collects data through the 
newest production hardware and software, but how agencies such 
as NASS and the Economic Research Service collect their data. 
Even more important, we need to understand and ensure an indi- 
vidual’s data is protected with the utmost care. 

The data that flows from the various NASS and ERS products 
are critical to virtually every aspect of sound decision-making with- 
in USDA and U.S. agriculture at large. Why? Because in some form 
or another, the data NASS collects informs decisions ranging from 
EPA pesticide registrations and USDA commodity program partici- 
pation, to improving risk management tools for organic producers. 
I even use data collected from the Census of Agriculture when I in- 
troduced a resolution emphasizing the importance of specialty 
crops. 

Federal agencies have a responsibility to fully and transparently 
explain the relevancy for each of their data sets, and to engage in 
producer outreach to reassure a sometimes skeptical public that 
data is essential to a producer’s access to farm programs, and being 
appropriately and safely collected. Furthermore, we should work to- 
gether to ensure those collecting data hear from a range of opinions 
when constructing their surveys, and that they are not duplicating 
what we are asking individuals to complete. 

Realistically, if these data collection surveys are to adequately in- 
form both public- and private-sector decision-makers, they may 
need to ask about some sensitive personal information; however, it 
is essential that this type of data be handled with the utmost care 
and concern. 

I look forward to hearing from our witness today, and hope ev- 
eryone will leave this hearing with a better understanding of this 
topic at hand. 

And with that, I yield back. 

The Chairman. Thank you, Ms. DelBene. 

And with that, Mr. Reilly, the floor is yours for your verbal state- 
ment. 
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STATEMENT OF JOSEPH T. REILLY, ADMINISTRATOR, 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE, U.S. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Mr. Reilly. Chairman Davis, Ranking Member DelBene, and all 
the Members of the Committee, I appreciate the opportunity to 
present the National Agricultural Statistics Service important role 
in agriculture. 

NASS administers the U.S. Agricultural Estimates program, 
which began in the Department of Agriculture back in 1863, and 
NASS also has the responsibility for conducting the U.S. Census of 
Agriculture every 5 years. And this was first done in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in 1997. 

Both the Agricultural Estimates program and the Census pro- 
gram align with the basic mission of NASS to provide timely, accu- 
rate, and useful statistics in the service of U.S. agriculture. NASS 
prepares estimates for numerous crops and livestock items, and we 
issue 400 separate reports annually, of which over 100 of them are 
Principle Economic Indicators of the United States. NASS provides 
technical assistance and training to other countries in support of 
the U.N. Global Strategy for Agricultural and Rural Statistics in 
the U.S. Feed the Future Program. NASS also conducts over 150 
special surveys on a cost reimbursable basis for other agencies. 
State Departments of Agriculture, and universities and other agri- 
cultural organizations. 

The work that NASS does is critically important. It provides sta- 
bility to our commodity markets, it supports our crop insurance 
program, it supports our disaster assistance program, and various 
farm bill programs. Inputs for farmer decisions and data to inform 
policy debates, and overall national security that comes from hav- 
ing a stable, reliable, nutritious and affordable U.S. food supply, is 
part of our core mission. 

I understand that the Committee has some concerns over this re- 
cent survey that we conducted, the Tenure, Ownership, and Transi- 
tion of Agricultural Land Survey, or TOTAL, and that we con- 
ducted in partnership with the Economic Research Service, and I 
am going to be happy to address all of those concerns today. 

Precursors of this survey began in 1960, and the most recent, 
prior to this year, was conducted by the Department of Agriculture, 
called the Agricultural, Economic, and Land Ownership Survey in 
1999, and these were conducted as special surveys under the Cen- 
sus of Agriculture authority. And myself, having worked with the 
government for 40 years, I was with the Agriculture Program back 
when it was at the Census Bureau during the transition, I led the 
Agriculture Program during the transition, and have been with 
NASS since 1997, so I have a strong background in this area. 

NASS acquired the authority for the Census of Agriculture in 
1997, and prior to that, as I have stated earlier, the Census of Ag- 
riculture and all of the special studies, including AELOS, were con- 
ducted by the Bureau of the Census pursuant to Title 13 of the 
United States Code, to require responses to the Census and its fol- 
low-on programs. 

In 1997, as you know. Congress adopted the Census of Agri- 
culture Act, which required and transferred the authority to con- 
duct the Census of Agriculture from the Department of Commerce 
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to the Department of Agriculture. In addition, the Act authorizes 
the USD A, in connection with the Census, to conduct any survey 
or other information collection, and employ any sampling or other 
statistical method that the Secretary determines, or that USDA de- 
termines, is appropriate. 

In summary, it is this Census of Agriculture Act that provides 
NASS the authority not only to conduct the Census and associated 
special studies, and where we invoke the mandatory reporting au- 
thority. 

Publication of information on land ownership began as far back 
as 1880, with the classification of farm tenure. Land ownership has 
been an important tool to gauge who owns the land, what is going 
to happen to the transition of land, and what are the finances sur- 
rounding the land, and how it affects the availability of the land 
going to farmers, especially new and beginning farmers. The Sec- 
retary’s Advisory Committee on Agriculture Statistics provided ad- 
vice to us in two meetings conducted in 2012 and 2013, which stat- 
ed that as one of the top priorities for the agriculture community: 
the importance of this land ownership and tenure data. 

Also in partnership with ERS, NASS conducts an annual farm fi- 
nance survey, which is called the Agriculture Resource Manage- 
ment Survey, or ARMS. The sampling population for our TOTAL 
survey and our ARMS survey were determined to have a very high 
level of overlap between the respondent farms, and, therefore, 
NASS and ERS decided early on in our planning activities to inte- 
grate the two surveys, which was a hope to reduce overall respond- 
ent burden, to save the taxpayers’ resources, and would improve 
the quality of the data provided for this critical topic. 

Subsequently, NASS requested funding in our Fiscal Year 2015 
President’s budget to conduct a mandatory survey under the Cen- 
sus of Agriculture authority on land ownership and farm finance. 
And if you read the details of our explanatory notes in our 2015 
budget submission, it was clear that we did describe the process of 
how we were going to integrate this with the Agricultural Resource 
Management Study. 

In April of 2014, the Office of Management and Budget approval 
process required us to issue a Federal Register notice, notifying the 
public and everyone else of our intention to conduct the TOTAL 
survey, and to incorporate questions from the ARM survey. And it 
was noted in there, and in the subsequent Federal Register notice 
issued during the summer of 2014, with more specific details on 
our intent, including a copy of the final questionnaire which noti- 
fied the public and everyone else of the mandatory reporting sta- 
tus. NASS in that process received one public comment from the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis heavily supporting and identifying 
the important use of this land ownership information. 

NASS conducted the first mailing of the TOTAL questionnaire in 
December 2014, and subsequent mailings occurred through the 
spring of 2015. Once the data collection began, we did our editing 
analysis, and issued the results released on August 31 of this year. 
This publication provided hundreds of important estimates, cov- 
ering land ownership arrangements, the economics of land owner- 
ship, demographic characteristics, land unit uses, and a look ahead 
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at potential ownership transfer, and this data has been highly val- 
ued since its release. 

NASS clearly understands the sensitivity of some of the ques- 
tions that we pose to farmers and land owners. Questions covering 
the cost of health insurance, medical expenses and other things, 
appear to be of particular concern. In order to gauge the well-being 
of farm families, it is important to have a clear understanding not 
only of the farm operating expenses, but also of the farm household 
expenses. Similar questions have historically been asked in pre- 
vious land ownership surveys and in the ARM surveys, and were 
both integrated in the TOTAL survey. Household expenses can be 
a significant factor in determining whether or not a farmer can 
pursue their full profession in agriculture, or are they necessitated 
to seek and obtain off-farm work and off-farm benefits. For all the 
information that NASS collects, we consistently offer a pledge of 
confidentiality, and we go to extreme measures to ensure that that 
occurs. In fact, I just left our crop report issuance which went out 
at noon today, and I invite all of you to see the security that is in 
place when we put out our crop report every month. 

By integrating the ARMS and TOTAL survey, and using manda- 
tory authority, this reduced overall respondent burden and data 
collection costs, and greatly increased the quality and reliability of 
the data. NASS estimates that by having this integrated approach, 
we saved over 53,000 burden hours on our American farmers and 
operators, and saved not only from our appropriations but the tax- 
payers about $3 million in the implementation of the survey. While 
this is not a lot of money in the total Federal budget, to us in our 
data collection activities, it is quite a great deal. 

In summary, I feel strongly that NASS has been open and trans- 
parent and consistent with Congress through our funding requests 
with 0MB and through our survey approval process, and with the 
American public through the issuance of all the Federal Register 
notice and conversations about the land ownership program. We 
have fulfilled the recommendations of our advisory council and 
many of the NASS customers by providing a product that has been 
highly valued and appreciated throughout the agricultural indus- 
try. 

And this concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman, and I am open 
to any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Reilly follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Joseph T. Reilly, Administrator, National 

Agricultural Statistics Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 

Washington, D.C. 

Chairman Davis, Ranking Member DelBene, and Members of the Subcommittee, 
I appreciate the opportunity to be here today to discuss the National Agricultural 
Statistics Service’s (NASS) and Census of Agriculture’s important role in agri- 
culture. NASS’ mission is to provide timely, accurate, and useful statistics in service 
to U.S. agriculture. NASS administers the U.S. Agricultural Estimates program, 
which began at the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) in 1863. NASS 
also has conducted the Quinquennial U.S. Census of Agriculture since 1997, first 
collected by the Department of Commerce in 1840. 

Agricultural Estimates and the Census of Agrieulture 

The primary activity of NASS is to provide reliable data to meet the decision-mak- 
ing needs of the agricultural industry. The agency fulfills its mission through an an- 
nual agricultural estimates program and the quinquennial Census of Agriculture. 
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NASS prepares estimates for over 120 crops and 45 livestock items that are pub- 
lished annually in more than 400 separate reports, of which 110 are Principal Eco- 
nomic Indicators of the U.S. Farmers, ranchers, and agribusinesses voluntarily re- 
spond to a series of nationwide surveys about crops, livestock, prices, chemical use, 
and other agricultural activities each year. Surveys are conducted during the grow- 
ing season to measure the impact of weather, pests, and other factors on crop pro- 
duction. In many cases, NASS supplements farmer surveys with field observations 
of plan counts and measurements. NASS also uses administrative data from other 
USDA, Federal and state agencies; data on imports and exports; and other survey 
data to ensure official estimates accurately represent agricultural inventories. 

Stakeholder Input 

NASS annually seeks input from the public on determining priorities and improv- 
ing its products and processes. It consults with customers and stakeholders through 
meetings of the Secretary of Agriculture’s Advisory Committee on Agriculture Sta- 
tistics, interaction with producers, data users meetings with agribusinesses and 
commodity groups, special briefings for agricultural leaders during the release of 
major reports, numerous individual contacts, and through Federal Register notices 
issued to the public. In response to this input, NASS continues to improve the qual- 
ity and accessibility of its reports. The agency has adjusted its agricultural esti- 
mates program and published reports, and has expanded electronic access capabili- 
ties. All reports issued by NASS’ Agricultural Statistics Board are made available 
to the public at a previously announced release time to ensure equal access to the 
information. All national statistical reports and data products, including graphics, 
are available on the Web, as well as in printed form, at the time they are released. 
Customers can electronically subscribe to NASS reports and download them in an 
easily accessible format using standard software. NASS also provides free Rich Site 
Summary (RSS). A summary of NASS and other USDA statistical data is produced 
annually in USDA’s Agricultural Statistics, available on the NASS home page or in 
hard copy. 

Collaboration with Other Agencies 

NASS conducts special surveys and provides consulting services for USDA agen- 
cies, other Federal or state agencies, universities, and agricultural organizations on 
a cost-reimbursable basis. Consulting services include assistance with survey meth- 
odology, questionnaire and sample design, information resource management, statis- 
tical analysis, and data collection. NASS has assisted USDA agencies in programs 
that monitor nutrition, food safety, environmental quality, and customer satisfac- 
tion. In cooperation with State Departments of Agriculture, land-grant universities, 
and industry groups, NASS conducts over 130 special surveys each year covering 
a wide range of issues such as farm injury, nursery and horticulture, equine, farm 
finance, fruits and nuts, vegetables, and cropping practices. 

International Programs 

NASS provides technical assistance and training to improve agricultural statis- 
tical programs in other countries in cooperation with other government agencies on 
a cost-reimbursable basis. The NASS international program focuses on developing 
and emerging-market countries in Asia, Africa, Central and South America, and 
Eastern Europe. NASS assists countries in appl 3 dng modern statistical methodology, 
including sample survey techniques. Accurate information about other countries is 
essential for successfully marketing U.S. farm products throughout the world. NASS 
has been an important contributor to the U.N. Global Strategy for Agricultural and 
Rural Statistics, and to the U.S. Feed the Future Program, contributing to better 
statistics for USDA global estimates of food supply. 

An Enhanced Research Program 

NASS’s research program, which is focused on innovation and enhancement in 
statistical methods, business processes and data products in support, sustainment 
and improvement of NASS programs, has allowed the development of new statistical 
models for the estimating program; computer editing applications to replace manual 
review; expanded modes of data collection to include Computer Assisted Personal 
Interviewing and Computer Assisted Web Interviewing; implemented quality assur- 
ance protocols in routine operations; developed two new tools using remote sensing 
data — CropScape and VegScape; and further benefited from computer-based proc- 
essing technology. 

Agricultural Estimates 

Annually, NASS issues over 400 agricultural estimates reports that are critically 
important in assessing current supply and demand in agricultural commodities. Pro- 
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ducers, agribusinesses, farm organizations, commodity groups, economists, public of- 
ficials, and others use the data for decision-making. The statistics NASS collects and 
disseminates ensure buyers and sellers have access to the same official statistics at 
the same pre-announced time, and making markets fair. The free flow of informa- 
tion minimizes price fluctuations for U.S. producers, makes commodity markets 
more efficient, and makes our nation’s agricultural industry more competitive. The 
data has become increasingly important as producers rely on future contracts to 
manage risks. In the latest farm bill, county level information is critical in imple- 
menting the Agriculture Revenue Coverage (ARC) and Price Loss Coverage (PLC) 
programs administered by the Farm Service Agency. 

Census of Agriculture 

In 1997, Congress adopted the Census of Agriculture Act of 1997 (the “Act”), 
which requires USDA to conduct the Census of Agriculture every 5 years. The Cen- 
sus of Agriculture provides comprehensive data on the agricultural sector at the na- 
tional, state, and county level. The Census of Agriculture is the only source for this 
information on a local level and is extremely important to the agricultural commu- 
nity. Prior to 1997 the Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census (BOC) con- 
ducted the Census of Agriculture and Census special studies. These surveys were 
conducted by BOC pursuant to BOC’s authority under Title 13 of the U.S. Code to 
require responses to the Census. “ In addition to the requirement to conduct the 
quinquennial Census of Agriculture, the Act authorizes USDA, “in connection with 
the Census,” to “conduct any survey or other information collection, and employ any 
sampling or other statistical method, that [USDA] determines is appropriate.”'’ The 
Act also provides that anyone “who refuses or willfully neglects to answer a ques- 
tion, shall be fined not more than $100.” The Act of 1997 is what provides NASS 
the “mandatory” authority to conduct the Census of Agriculture and associated spe- 
cial studies. 

NASS recently published a Census of Agriculture for all 50 states and Puerto Rico 
through a progressively detailed series of releases. NASS issued a preliminary re- 
lease of 2012 Census of Agriculture data in February 2014 that contained high level 
estimates at the U.S. and state level. In May 2014 NASS released the full Volume 
I series of data at the U.S., state and county level. In addition to the in-depth large 
publication released in May 2014, a number of special tabulations were subse- 
quently released. Those include state and county profiles; Congressional District 
Profiles; Watershed Publication; Race, Ethnicity and Gender Profiles and Specialty 
Crop Report. 

After each Census of Agriculture is complete NASS uses the results to identify 
specific sectors of agriculture to collect in-depth details. Since the 2012 Census was 
published, NASS has conducted the following special studies: Farm and Ranch Irri- 
gation Survey (FRIS), Census of Aquaculture, Tenure Ownership and Transition of 
Agricultural Land (TOTAL), Census of Horticulture, and Organic Production Sur- 
vey. In 2016 NASS plans to conduct a special study on Local Foods. This will help 
evaluate the manner in which local food systems improve community food security, 
and assist populations with limited access to healthy food. 

There are numerous, important uses for the data that come from the Census of 
Agriculture and the subsequent special studies. Below are a few: 

• Provide critical data about the demographics and financial well-being of pro- 
ducers and the economic health of the farm sector; 

• Evaluate historical agricultural trends to formulate farm and rural policies and 
develop programs that help agricultural producers and ultimately, consumers; 

• Allocate local and national funds for farm programs, e.g., extension service 
projects, agricultural research, soil conservation programs, and land-grant col- 
leges and universities; 

• Develop new and improved methods to increase agricultural production and 
profitability; 

• Plan for operations during drought and emergency outbreaks of diseases or in- 
festations of pests; 

• Make informed decisions for individual operations within the farm, agri- 
business, and related food and fiber sectors; 


^See 1987 Census of Agriculture, Volume 3, Part 2, “Agricultural Economics and Land Owner- 
ship Survey (1988)”, at Appendix B, Report Forms and Information Sheets (available at http:! ! 
usda.mannUh.cornell.edu I usda I AgCensuslmages ! 1987 1 03 j 02 ! 1 987-03-02-appendixes.pdf), 
which has a copy of the AELOS questionnaire, which states: “[RJesponse to this inquiry is re- 
quired hy law (title 13, U.S. Code)." 

"Pub. L. 105-113 (codified primarily at 7 U.S.C. §2204g); 7 U.S.C. §2204g(b). 
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• Provide geographic data on production so agribusinesses can locate near major 
production areas for efficiencies for both producers and agribusinesses; 

• Develop new and improved methods to increase agricultural production and 
profitability; 

• Appraise water use trends and research crop production technologies that main- 
tain precious water resources; 

• Analyze land ownership and the prospect for new and beginning farmers to ei- 
ther start farming or expand their operations; [and] 

• Study historic trends, assess current conditions, and plan for the future for both 
private and public decision-making. 

In 2015 NASS started producing the vital Current Agricultural Industrial Reports 
(CAIR) that were previously discontinued by the Department of Commerce. Com- 
modities covered in these reports include: Oilseeds, Beans & Nuts; Fats and Oils; 
Cotton Manmade Fiber Staple & Raw Linters; Flour Milling Products, and Grain 
Crushing’s & Co-Products Produced. Like other NASS products, these reports sup- 
port estimation requirements for NASS, Economic Research Service (ERS), the 
World Agricultural Outlook Board (WAOB), and the USDA Chief Economist. Private 
industry uses CAIR and other NASS data to monitor the effect of international 
trade on domestic production, evaluate the relationship between company and in- 
dustry performances, market analyses, assess current business conditions, and plan 
future operations. 

NASS is currently looking into the modern farm structure and its contributors, 
focusing on women and new farmers. NASS will modify statistical tools to better 
reflect the changing face of agriculture, especially including women, new farmers, 
and veterans on the farm. 

Protecting Producers’ Personal and Financial Information 

With every survey NASS conducts, a pledge of confidentiality is provided to sur- 
vey respondents and extensive measures are taken to honor that pledge. Title 7, 
U.S. Code, Section 2276 specifies neither the Secretary of Agriculture nor any USDA 
employee may, “disclose such information to the public, unless such information has 
been transformed into statistical or aggregate form that does not allow the identi- 
fication of the person who supplied particular information.” NASS employs a rig- 
orous process to ensure that that the intent of this statute is met. Each year NASS 
employees are required to sign a “Confidentiality Certification” form that ensures 
understanding and compliance of Title 7 and other statutes covering data confiden- 
tiality. NASS processes information using approved and certified computer tech- 
nology and protocols that protects data integrity. NASS maintains internal policies 
that specifies algorithms used to aggregate data and to determine if a summarized 
total may be disclosed or suppressed, prior to publication. Last, all NASS reports 
are released at an exact pre-determined and publicized time, to ensure that every- 
one has equal and fair access. 

Surveys Regarding Farmers’ Financial Information 

Publication of data on land ownership characteristics began in 1880, with the 
classification of farm tenure. Land ownership surveys have been an important tool 
used to gauge who owns land, the transition of land, finances surrounding land, and 
the availability of land to new and beginning farmers. Varying elements of farm fi- 
nancial data have been collected since the first agriculture Census was taken in the 
United States in 1840. The principal financial characteristics in earlier data collec- 
tions were value of farm land and sales of agricultural products, but in 1890, Cen- 
sus data were also requested on farm mortgage debt. In later Censuses, farm taxes 
were included. Prior to NASS taking over the Census of Agriculture from the De- 
partment of Commerce in 1997, BOC conducted land ownership surveys using man- 
datory authority under Title 13 of the United States Code. Most recently, BOC con- 
ducted the Agricultural Economics and Land Ownership (AELOS) survey in 1988, 
as a follow-on survey to the 1987 Census of Agriculture. AELOS included the major- 
ity of the financial measures collected in the 1979 and earlier Farm Finance Sur- 
veys and greatly expands the data on land ownership. That survey was conducted 
under BOC’s mandatory authority. After the adoption of the Census of Agriculture 
Act, NASS conducted the AELOS survey in 1999, as a follow-on survey to the 1997 
Census of Agriculture, using mandatory authority. As set forth in the report on the 
1997 Census of Agriculture, “AELOS was an integral part of the 1997 Census of Ag- 
riculture and was conducted under the authority of the Census of Agriculture Act 
of 1997 . . . .” In 2014, NASS changed the name of the AELOS survey to the Ten- 
ure, Ownership, and Transition of Agricultural Land (TOTAL). As set forth in the 
Federal Register notice announcing it, “[t]he 2014 Tenure, Ownership, and Transi- 
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tion of Agricultural Land (TOTAL) is an integral part of the 2012 Census of Agri- 
culture and is conducted under the authority of the Census of Agriculture Act of 
1997.” The 2014 TOTAL sampling population heavily overlapped the sampling popu- 
lation for the Agricultural Resources Management Survey (ARMS). The ARMS is an 
annual economic survey conducted jointly by NASS and the Economic Research 
Service (ERS). In order to save teixpayer resources and minimize burden on respond- 
ents, NASS and ERS integrated the two surveys. 

Summary 

NASS’s dedication to research and continued process improvement will ensure the 
organization remains relevant and viable to fill the urgent need for timely, accurate, 
and useful statistics in service to U.S. agriculture. Knowing where our food is com- 
ing from, who is producing it, how much is being produced, and how the agricultural 
sector is performing financially adds to our national security by providing assurance 
that Americans have a safe, nutritious, affordable, and adequate supply of food. 

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the opportunity to 
submit this statement for the record. 

The Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Reilly. We appreciate you recog- 
nizing some of the points that I brought up during my opening 
statement about personal information, especially dental insurance, 
health insurance costs, but I want to start with a question. 

Are you generally a person willing to take risks, or do you try 
to avoid taking risks? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, sir, if you ask my wife, she will tell you that 
I am a risk-taker sometimes, but I am also very conservative in na- 
ture. 

The Chairman. But how does one man answer in your situation 
question number 7? Please put Slide 8 up on the screen. 

The Chairman. Question number 7 in the Census TOTAL survey 
asks that exact question, and asks you to rate from a score to zero 
as not willing to take risks, or 10, willing to take risks, how do you 
answer that question? And you can imagine the frustration some 
of our farmers feel. And I guess I need to ask you, why is that 
question on there? 

Mr. Reilly. When you look for questions like that, part of what 
individuals are looking for is dealing with farm and farm oper- 
ations, and looking at the issues that they have to deal with man- 
aging their operation, how much risk do they want to incur, and 
what are they doing to try to mitigate risks involving with the farm 
operation. 

The Chairman. Well, Mr. Reilly, the farmers in my district are 
risk-takers. I don’t think we need to ask the psychology of the 
farmer and the farm operation on a questionnaire that is already 
being determined to be intrusive. That is a question that does not 
need to be on there, among other questions, and I would hope that 
you would take that statement back. 

Let me go into a couple more issues. The House report language 
that accompanied the Census of Agriculture Act of 1997 contains 
some instructions for your agency. It reads, “The Committee recog- 
nizes the intrusive nature of a Census and the need to obtain rel- 
evant data for policymakers. Producers have serious time con- 
straints and should only have to answer questionnaires that are 
concise, easily readable, understandable, and relevant to today’s 
agricultural operations. The Committee is sympathetic to concerns 
of time spent filling out unnecessary paperwork.” 

That is why I bring this question up. I don’t think it is relevant. 
But were you aware of this report language? 
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Mr. Reilly. I was involved in the transfer program when the 
Census transferred, but no, sir, I was not aware of that specific 
language. 

The Chairman. Okay. Do you think NASS was mindful of this 
when TOTAL was drafted? 

Mr. Reilly. We go through a pretty extensive review process of 
trying to determine the content of all of our questionnaires that we 
issue. We gather information from our stakeholders, that is why we 
have such avenues as our advisory committee on agriculture statis- 
tics. We meet with various officials throughout the Department. We 
meet with farm organizations. I have ongoing meetings with the 
National Association of State Departments of Agriculture, and all 
of their Commissioners, Secretaries, and Directors of Agriculture, 
and we often discuss what are the data needs and what is nec- 
essary, and what individuals are looking for to manage various pro- 
grams. And then to the best of our ability, we try to craft questions 
and things that will provide that needed information. 

The Chairman. Thank you. When and why did the USD A and 
NASS decide to conduct the TOTAL survey using the mandatory 
authority of the Census? Please put up Slide 1. 

The Chairman. This document produced to the Committee by 
USDA shows there was a plan being carried out. It reads, “I 
stopped by to see Joe R.,” which is you. I believe so. Is there an- 
other Joe R.? 

Mr. Reilly. No. 

The Chairman. All right. “To clarify how he wants to proceed. 
He says. He is in agreement to replace ARMS III with TOTAL, and 
asked for mandatory authority.” Take a moment to read that e- 
mail to refresh your memory. And I ask you again, when and why 
did the USDA and NASS decide to conduct the TOTAL survey 
using the mandatory authority of the Census? Was it before or 
after this e-mail? 

Mr. Reilly. Since I was not a party of this e-mail, and looking 
at the date of March 26, 2014, again, I will go back and look at 
our budget planning documents that were part of the 2015 budget 
submission. And clearly in our explanatory notes there, in our re- 
quest for the appropriations, we did spell out that we were request- 
ing to conduct a survey using mandatory reporting authority, and 
we did have descriptions in there describing how we intended to in- 
tegrate this with the Agricultural Resource Management Study. 
So 

The Chairman. Do you recall 

Mr. Reilly. — when you talk about the 

The Chairman. Do you 

Mr. Reilly. — decision that 

The Chairman. Do you recall this conversation with Renee 
Picanso? 

Mr. Reilly. I don’t recall this specific conversation, but I do re- 
call the general process of what we were going through because, 
from the beginning of the process, since, again, we looked at histor- 
ical precedence in being that every one of the land ownership sur- 
veys that was conducted under the Bureau of Census’ authority, 
and the first one of which was transferred and conducted by the 



18 


U.S. Department of Agriculture, each one of those was conducted 
under mandatory authority. 

My understanding from the beginning, even from day one, and 
again, I just want to say that we were open and transparent be- 
cause, even in our budget request, which went in early March, 
March 4 of 2014, we clearly put in there what our intention was 
and how we planned on doing it. 

The Chairman. Mr. Reilly, as you look at that e-mail from Renee 
Picanso, says she, who refers to you, seemed to think we were the 
ones pushing the dual mandatory authority. What do you think 
that means? 

Mr. Reilly. I am unclear what that means, what dual manda- 
tory authority means. I think we were working on the details of 
how to integrate the two processes between the land ownership 
survey TOTAL and ARMS, and in doing so, and even in our Fed- 
eral Register notice that we issued, it was our intention that we 
were suspending ARMS for the data collection year, and replacing 
the data collection with this TOTAL survey, again, with the idea 
that we were trying to minimize the reporting burden on the Amer- 
ican farmer and the American public, and to ensure that we could 
obtain quality data, and to do it in a more cost-effective measure. 

The Chairman. So what you said just a few minutes ago was 
that the mandatory nature, in your opinion, was based upon the 
mandatory nature of what was expected when this was part of the 
Census Bureau, right? 

Mr. Reilly. And also with the first survey, the land ownership 
survey, conducted by USDA back in 1999. The same survey was 
mandatory at that time. 

The Chairman. Okay, and as you sit here today though, what is 
your understanding of the decision to mandate TOTAL? It is the 
Census’ fault? What is it? Or it is the 1999 survey? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, again, many of the follow-on surveys are man- 
dated because of the nature of what we are trying to do, and the 
sensitive data that we are trying to collect on those programs. If 
you think about the land ownership survey, it is essentially a Cen- 
sus of agricultural land in this country, and it is very important 
to try to figure out what is going on with the 915 million acres. 
And so having this mandatory authority in conducting this land 
ownership survey is really critical because we are going to two sep- 
arate audiences. One is the farm operator, who is very involved 
with agriculture, but the other critical component is the farm land- 
lord who, in many instances, is not involved in agriculture. Could 
be a resident, attorney, doctor, whatever, and have a practice, in 
New York City or any city across the country. 

So again, I am taking it back to the broader spectrum of, to do 
a complete agricultural land survey, you have to cover both of those 
segments; both the farm operator and owner, and the land owner 
who is not an operator. 

The Chairman. All right. Well, thank you. 

I will defer to my Ranking Member, Ms. DelBene, for 5 minutes 
of questions. 

Ms. DelBene. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, I would like to 
submit for the record this memo from USDA that talks about both 
NASS and ERS wanting to use mandatory authority from the Cen- 
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sus to increase response rates. So that is some information to high- 
light what we were just talking about. 

[The document referred to is located on p. 121.] 

Thank you again, Mr. Reilly, for being here today. I appreciate 
that you and others at NASS have been working with folks on the 
Committee, and I would like to note here for everyone that 
throughout correspondence with the Committee, NASS has pro- 
vided 49,000 documents and two briefings to the Committee. And 
so we appreciate all of your cooperation. 

Mr. Reilly, I am aware that there is an Advisory Committee on 
Agricultural Statistics, and I wondered if you could tell us a little 
bit about the makeup of that committee, and how their opinions 
are incorporated in the process. 

Mr. Reilly. Our Advisory Committee on Agriculture Statistics is 
a diverse membership. It is 20 committee members with two ex 
officio members. Out of the 20 members, we try to make sure that 
we have diverse representation from across agriculture. So we will 
have representatives that are there from commodity groups, com- 
modity organizations. We will have representatives there from the 
universities’, land-grant universities, we will have representatives 
that represent State Departments of Agriculture, and most impor- 
tantly we have farmers and operators themselves who sit on our 
committee to provide us advice. 

Normally, knowing there is a lot of competing interests for agri- 
cultural data, the committee helps us to shape what are the data 
needs out there needed to define policy and implement certain pro- 
grams throughout agriculture. Knowing that we have limited finan- 
cial resources, they give us a gauge of how to put it in priority 
order. Knowing that you can’t do everything, what is the most im- 
portant. So with limited financial resources, we can focus on what 
the committee says are the most important agricultural data needs 
in the country. 

Ms. DelBene. It seems like it could be helpful to make sure that 
representatives, like all of us here in D.C., could help alert our pro- 
ducers to surveys that are coming out, and reiterate the importance 
of accurate information and how that might be used, as well as the 
number of programs that use NASS data so that folks are aware 
of that. 

Do you meet with agriculture groups on a regular basis, and is 
this something you have discussed so that people have more infor- 
mation about what is happening with the information you are col- 
lecting? 

Mr. Reilly. Yes. We hold a very large agricultural data user 
meeting in Chicago each year. It conducted in October. We meet 
regularly with people from different areas across the country who 
advise us on our chemical use program. I meet quarterly and at the 
end of the year with the National Association of State Departments 
of Agriculture, all the Commissioners, Secretaries, and Directors, 
who are advising me what needs they have to administer agricul- 
tural programs within their states, and on an ongoing basis I am 
meeting with representatives of all the different commodity groups. 
My door is always open, and normally on any given week, I have 
visitors who will come in from the corn growers, horticulture indus- 
try, Soybean Association, everything, and we are always discussing 
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about the needs that they have for their particular industry and for 
agriculture in general. 

Ms. DelBene. Several years ago, you suspended several special- 
ized reports that were important to some sectors in agriculture. I 
understand that it was budget concerns that led to those suspen- 
sions, but can you share with the Committee how your budget 
works; whether you get funding for specific work or whether you 
are prioritizing what types of work you are doing, given the re- 
sources that you have? 

Mr. Reilly. That is a very good question. Again, going back to 
my statement, talking about our overall program, we have two de- 
fined appropriations. So we get funding and appropriations for our 
Agricultural Estimates program and then for the Census of Agri- 
culture program. And on the Agricultural Estimates program, 
many of these are the ones I refer to as the Principle Economic In- 
dicators of the United States. So if any financial limitations come 
in play, those are our core ones that we want to keep in place. Sec- 
ond to that, we work with other USDA agencies that administer 
many aspects of the farm bill. So if something is required and data 
is needed, whether it is for crop insurance, disaster assistance, or 
things like that, those are our next level of priority that goes out 
in our Agricultural Estimates program, and 

Ms. DelBene. And just one last thing, since I am running out 
of time. Do you get a specific line item for the Census of Agri- 
culture itself in the budget? 

Mr. Reilly. Yes, we get an appropriation for the Census of Agri- 
culture and all its related programs, and one for the Agricultural 
Estimates program and its sub-activities. 

Ms. DelBene. Thank you very much. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Thank you. 

The chair will let everyone know votes have been called. I would 
like to allow my colleague, Mr. Scott, to ask his questions before 
we take off, and then we will go into recess and come back imme- 
diately after the two votes. 

Mr. Scott, you are recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Scott. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And, Mr. Reilly, did I understand you to say that the reason the 
questions were on the survey were to deal with whether or not the 
farmer could pay their bills? Is that effectively what you are ask- 
ing? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, not necessarily, sir, whether they could pay 
their bills. 

Mr. Scott. What was your justification for asking those addi- 
tional questions? 

Mr. Reilly. Okay. In recognizing agriculture, 97 percent of all 
the farms in this country are family-operated farms, and many in- 
dividuals and policymakers, as you know, are concerned about 
maintaining the family farm in our nation. A family farm as a com- 
ponent, we know what their operating expenses are just for the 
business side of the farm operation, but out of our 2.1 million farms 
in the country, less than V 2 of them are actually full-time farmers 
who can make a living doing farming full-time. So in looking at fu- 
ture security, the off-farm, what they do off-farm in their private 
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employment, what kind of benefits, and what kind of expenses that 
they have to incur are key to the overall economic picture of the 
farm. 

Mr. Scott. Let’s talk 

Mr. Reilly. And is kind of unique to agriculture. 

Mr. Scott. Let’s talk about one of those expenses. First, what if 
I simply choose not to fill this form out? I have, as a citizen of this 
country, the ability to just say I am not filling this out. 

Mr. Reilly. And many people do. Not everyone, even though it 
is mandatory fill it out, that 

Mr. Scott. But according to the law, the citizen is required to 
fill it out? 

Mr. Reilly. That is correct. 

Mr. Scott. But what are the consequences for not filling it out? 

Mr. Reilly. The penalty is a $100 penalty. 

Mr. Scott. It is a $100 penalty. That may be the solution, to 
eliminate the penalty. 

I want to ask you about this question. Contributions to individ- 
uals outside of the household, including alimony, child support, 
gifts, and charitable contributions. With all due respect, it is none 
of your business what somebody gives to a charity. It is not. None 
of my business as the government. We have a First Amendment in 
this country. What gives you the right to demand that people tell 
you what they are giving to a charity? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, Congressman, and I respect privacy as well as 
everyone, and I know the sensitivity of a lot of this information, 
and I want you to know that we put a lot of effort on making sure 
that the same law that requires mandatory answers is the same 
law that guarantees the confidentiality and the protection of that 
information. 

Mr. Scott. Let me interrupt you there, I am sorry, because we 
are getting short on time. 0PM was hacked. So when you have my 
information, if you have all of my information, can you guarantee 
me that it will never be hacked and never be made public? 

Mr. Reilly. We do extensive security 

Mr. Scott. Would you, yes or no? 0PM couldn’t guarantee it. 

Mr. Reilly. Well 

Mr. Scott. Can your agency guarantee that all of this privileged 
personal information, including what a person gives to their church 
or another charity they may choose to, could never be hacked and 
made public? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, sir, what I can guarantee is that we do every- 
thing possible to secure the information. We try to stay up-to-date 
with all of our IT protocols 

Mr. Scott. I will 

Mr. Reilly. — and things like that. 

Mr. Scott. I will take that as a no, with all due respect. I am 
somewhat taken aback by this, and I am also taken aback by the 
fact that it seems, as you go through the questions, and the slides 
that we have looked at and the e-mails, it seems that if it wasn’t 
specifically illegal, then the discretion was used to do it anyway. 
And so where Congress gives an authority to do a survey that 
much of the information might be necessary for land use, since we 
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didn’t specifically say you can’t do this, this, and this, you used 
your discretion to make it mandatory. Is that fair enough? 

Mr. Reilly. The discretion that we used was to look at the en- 
tirety of the data that was trying to he collected, and apply that 
discretion to everything that was on the form. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scott. But you used discretion to make it mandatory in- 
stead of voluntary. 

Mr. Reilly. Well, when I say discretion, again, following the 
principles and practices that every program that we have con- 
ducted since moving the Census of Agriculture 

Mr. Scott. But would you 

Mr. Reilly. — program 

Mr. Scott. — agree that there was a change to make this manda- 
tory instead of voluntary? 

Mr. Reilly. Could you repeat that again, sir? I 

Mr. Scott. Would you agree that there was a change to make 
this mandatory? This was not a mandatory report. The household 
characteristics was not a mandatory report until you used your dis- 
cretion to make it one. Is that correct? 

Mr. Reilly. No. Again, going back and looking at all the previous 
surveys of the aspects of this, the household characteristics and in- 
formation of off-farm income 

Mr. Scott. Well, let me 

Mr. Reilly. — and things like that were 

Mr. Scott. Let me rephrase it. What did you 

Mr. Reilly. — in previous surveys. 

Mr. Scott. What did you add this year? 

Mr. Reilly. Which exact questions? 

Mr. Scott. Yes. 

Mr. Reilly. I would have to look and go through every exact 

question. But one of the principles of 

Mr. Scott. Let me ask one other thing then. What do you not 
have the authority to add to the question? 

Mr. Reilly. We have the authority to do the survey and add 
things that are relevant and have to have a justified need for what 
the data is going to be used for. 

Mr. Scott. Justify the need for making somebody disclose their 
charitable contributions to the government. 

Mr. Reilly. Again, sir, that would go to the overall economic 

well-being of that household on how much 

Mr. Scott. Using that standard, there is no limit to what you 
can ask the American public. 

Mr. Reilly. And, again, going through the process, what I rely 
on is being open and transparent. When we go through this in our 
discussions and in the development of the questionnaire, we lay out 
right from the beginning in all of our Federal Register notices what 
we intend to ask. 

Mr. Scott. Mr. Chairman, my time has expired, but this is just 
a clear example of government overreach that we have responsi- 
bility to rein-in. 

And with that, I will yield what time I don’t have left. 

The Chairman. The gentleman’s time has expired. 
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With that, since we are in the midst of a two-vote series, the 
chair will call this Subcommittee into recess until we return imme- 
diately after votes. 

[Recess.] 

The Chairman. This hearing of the Subcommittee on Bio- 
technology, Horticulture, and Research will come back to order. 

Welcome back, Mr. Reilly. I — well, actually, thanks for allowing 
us the time to get back here. I apologize for making you wait. I ap- 
preciate your time here. 

We are going to go straight into the questioning, and it is for the 
Minority side. 

I recognize the Ranking Member of the full Agriculture Com- 
mittee, Mr. Peterson, for 5 minutes. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. COLLIN C. PETERSON, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM MINNESOTA 

Mr. Peterson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And, Mr. Reilly, yesterday or the day before, there was a story 
in a paper back home about farmers in two counties in North Da- 
kota not receiving ARC county payments apparently because their 
neighbors had not sent in the NASS data, or the ones that did send 
them in were people that irrigated, and the ones that didn’t irri- 
gate didn’t send them in. In any event, all of the counties around 
these two counties received payments, and it was quoted in there 
they thought their payments should have been $30 an acre but 
they got zero. Are you familiar with this situation? 

[The document referred to is located on p. 122.] 

Mr. Reilly. Not of that particular situation, no, but I am famil- 
iar with the program itself and how our data is used in the pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Peterson. Well, so we are using data to determine these 
payments, that is given by farmers that are not actually required 
by any law to do it. 

Mr. Reilly. It is voluntary, yes. 

Mr. Peterson. Well, what kind of a crazy system is that? Now, 
I was never in favor of this ARC county thing in the first place. 
If we had the PLC, this wouldn’t have been an issue. But you can’t 
explain to people how this is possible; that they were expecting to 
receive $30,000 worth of payments, and they are getting zero. And 
apparently, for some reason or another, they can’t use the RMA 
data in those counties either. So this is I believe Stutsman and 
LaMoure County in North Dakota. 

First of all, I guess you need to become familiar with it, and sec- 
ond of all, there has to be a way to fix this. It is not right to treat 
people like this. So would you be able to fix it if there was — they 
said that it was only 15 percent of the people that sent their sur- 
veys in in that county? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, Congressman, this goes back to one of our fun- 
damental missions is providing credible, reliable data in support of 
all kind of policies in farm programs. And in the data that is used 
for this, we are providing information on county estimates, which 
is the acreage, average yield, and production within the county, 
and we rely on the voluntary cooperation of the farmers to do that. 
And in our working relationship, both with the Risk Management 
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Agency and the Farm Service Agency, we do, to the best of our 
ability, collect enough information to provide that data that is reli- 
able for the counties. One of the situations that we deal with is not 
every county is equal with the number of people and the number 
of farms, but in the situations where we cannot provide credible, 
defensible information, we do not publish the information for that 
particular county. 

Mr. Peterson. Then if you don’t publish information, they 
wouldn’t be able to get the payments? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, again, my agency does not administer the pro- 
gram. All we do is deliver the data. 

Mr. Peterson. So if 

Mr. Reilly. And FSA and RMA are looking for the best, most ac- 
curate data available, and in the situations like that, they have dif- 
ficulties finding a source of data to determine, but that is not in 
my area. 

Mr. Peterson. If they only had 15 percent of the farmers re- 
spond with the NASS data, would that be considered inadequate? 

Mr. Reilly. It is not necessarily 15 percent of the farmers, there 
are two indications; we want to get a good distribution of the farm- 
ers, and we look to see how much of the coverage or the acreage 
or production we cover. So in a situation, if there were large opera- 
tors and maybe a handful of them that we knew covered over 25 
percent of the production of that commodity in that county, that 
would meet our criteria for reliability. 

Mr. Peterson. I think that 

Mr. Reilly. — would be able to do it. 

Mr. Peterson. — maybe is what happened, because the large 
farmers that are irrigated sent in their data, and the smaller farm- 
ers that are not irrigated didn’t, and so the irrigated acres got 
counted, and the yield is 40, 50 bushel more than the non-irrigated. 
Now, I don’t know. 

Anyway, I would appreciate it if you would look into it. It is not 
my district, but 

Mr. Reilly. We could look into that and get back to you with 
more information, yes, sir. 

Mr. Peterson. All right. And then the other thing that I am hav- 
ing questions about in my district is how you set the barley nation- 
wide numbers. This is something I have been fighting over ever 
since I have been here in terms of trying to differentiate between 
feed barley and malting barley. And apparently, there have been 
questions asked of your agency about how you came up with this 
number on barley, and my people don’t think they have gotten a 
good answer about how that was established. Do you know if it is 
some percentage of malting barley, some percentage of feed barley, 
how you came up with that number? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, sir, on our prices program, what we do is that 
we publish the prices of barley in three different categories. We 
publish an all-barley price, we publish a feed barley price, and a 
malting barley price. So we have that available, those three dif- 
ferent components. 

Again, you have to look back to the actual ARC — I am not sure 
if that is the right program, but the farm program itself, as to 
which one of those did they choose to use. Are they choosing to use 
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the all-barley price or the feed barley price? And I believe in the 
past, they were using the feed barley price, and now may be using 
the all-barley price. We don’t set which price is used, we just give 
the prices on the three different categories. 

Mr. Peterson. Well, I guess the issue is if my farmers don’t feel 
like they have gotten a good answer on how you came up with the 
all-barley price, which apparently was $5.30 for 2014, could you 
submit to my office how you came up with that price 

Mr. Reilly. Yes, we can. 

Mr. Peterson. — and what it was based on, and 

Mr. Reilly. Yes. 

Mr. Peterson. — so forth? 

Mr. Reilly. We can give you an analysis of how we come up with 
that price. 

Mr. Peterson. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Peterson. 

I now recognize my colleague, Mr. Thompson, from Pennsylvania, 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Chairman, thank you so much. Mr. Reilly, 
thank you for being here. 

I appreciate the fact that we work hard to try to have good data 
in order to make good public policy. I think the farm bill that we 
did was a reflection of that and we appreciate that data. Although 
it is not to say I don’t hear from my farmers from time to time, 
and they understand that good policy is driven by good data. I have 
tried to make that point when it comes to reflecting on the really 
good things that we were able to accomplish in the farm bill. But, 
they do have a point at times, certainly, where there is a balance 
and making sure that we are collecting just the information we 
need, and we do it in a way that is efficient so it doesn’t become 
a burden. And I appreciate your help achieving those two objec- 
tives. 

I have a couple of questions for you. I understand there are two 
versions of TOTAL. Is that correct? 

Mr. Reilly. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Thompson. Okay. Now, there was the operator version and 
the landlord version. Does that sound accurate? 

Mr. Reilly. That is correct, yes. 

Mr. Thompson. The 1999 AELOS does not look like TOTAL, cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Reilly. When you say does not look, it also had two different 
versions. It had an operator type of version and a landowner type 
of version as well. The exact content in that does change over time, 
but there were two separate components. 

Mr. Thompson. It is the current contents that is the distin- 
guishing difference? 

Mr. Reilly. It would be the actual content that — yes, that would 
be a little bit different from the previous. 

Mr. Thompson. Okay. Now, farmers and ranchers are routinely 
asked these questions by ERS through the ARMS III Survey. Is 
that correct, Mr. Reilly? 

Mr. Reilly. They are asked questions in the ARMS survey pri- 
marily focusing on farm finances and other aspects, yes, but noth- 
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ing on land ownership or intentions of transition of land or any- 
thing like that. 

Mr. Thompson. Okay. So trying to determine the difference then, 
the difference is that the ARMS III Survey is optional. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Reilly. It is voluntary, yes. 

Mr. Thompson. Okay, voluntary. Great. Now, one obvious ration- 
ale for making the TOTAL survey mandatory is to increase re- 
sponse rates, and I get that. The more complete data, the better 
the information. Perhaps historically NASS and ERS were not sat- 
isfied with the response rates for prior surveys, however, this docu- 
ment shows that the response rates historically were acceptable, 
and I am assuming statistically acceptable. Can we put up Slide 
2 up on the screen? 

Mr. Thompson. Is it there already? Okay. The 50 percent and 
the 74 percent returns seem acceptable. Now, again, Mr. Reilly, 
what was the motivation for conducting TOTAL using the manda- 
tory Census authority? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, when you look at the term acceptable on the 
two response rates, and when you look at the reliability, especially 
for the landlord side, it is pushing some of our reliability bound- 
aries of what we would deem acceptable. Now, we do publish with 
all of our numbers sort of a measure of error that goes with each 
one, but if sometimes those bounds are too great then we will not 
be able to publish the data. 

Now, since that time, we have been experiencing, and all statis- 
tical agencies have been experiencing, declining response rates. So 
a response rate that you achieved in 1999 looking forward, we were 
very apprehensive that, especially on the landlord side, whether we 
were going to be able to collect enough reliable data. 

Mr. Thompson. Also in the e-mail shown on the screen, it says, 
“We didn’t actually publish the percent.” Instead, they published “a 
bunch of text to try and confuse people about our actual rate.” Who 
was NASS staff trying to confuse and why? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, I cannot say who is the author of this e-mail, 
but in looking at our description, we put out a lot of different num- 
bers and adjectives to describe the quality of our data. Response is 
one of them, and response is sort of how many do you send out, 
how many do you get back and take that out. We also put in there 
reliabilities of how variable the information is, and also within a 
survey itself, we may have gotten a questionnaire back but major 
portions of those questions or items within that may remain blank. 
So you just can’t always look at just one number and say I received 
X percent back, you have to look at the details within that, how 
many of the questions were actually answered, or how many had 
to be statistically looked at, and whether it was imputation or 
something, to try to complete the missing items. So there are dif- 
ferent measures of quality that we try to issue. 

Mr. Thompson. No, I understand 

Mr. Reilly. Okay. 

Mr. Thompson. I understand that, and I just want to clarify — 
the narrative concerns me, just the implications about, “a bunch of 
published a bunch of text to try and confuse people about our ac- 
tual rate.” I certainly understand the standard deviation, and there 
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are so many places to glean information from a survey participa- 
tion rate and response, and those types of things, but any clarifica- 
tion in terms of what was being communicated or inferred in that 
e-mail by that statement? 

Mr. Reilly. And, again, I am not sure what specifically we are 
talking about, but over time, 0MB has changed some of their re- 
quirements of how we calculate and the formula that goes into cal- 
culating a response rate. It used to be simple, taking sort of the 
number of forms you sent out and the number of forms that you 
received back in. But since that time, there have been new param- 
eters and requirements placed on how we calculate this, and when 
you start describing out-of-businesses, how you treat an out-of-busi- 
ness or somebody that says they are no longer a farmer, or things 
like that, and you do that, the text is very confusing based on what 
people normally perceive as a response rate. 

Mr. Thompson. Sure. If you wouldn’t mind and then I 

Mr. Reilly. But we could clarify, we could provide you exactly 
how the responses 

Mr. Thompson. Yes, if you work with your staff 

Mr. Reilly. — calculate. 

Mr. Thompson. — to get a clarification for that, I would appre- 
ciate it. 

Mr. Reilly. Yes. 

Mr. Thompson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Thank you. 

I would now like to recognize my colleague, Ms. Kuster, for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. Kuster. Thank you very much. Thank you Chairman Davis 
and Ranking Member DelBene. And thank you to the Adminis- 
trator for being with us. 

I actually find this information helpful and very interesting, but 
I come from a much smaller state with much smaller farms. And 
it is important for me to understand the health and well-being of 
the communities in the rural part of my state, as well as the econ- 
omy, and within families to understand do they have to take jobs 
off the farm to make life work, which is typically the case. It does 
seem to me, from this hearing, that there may be either a lack of 
coordination or maybe a lack of information and outreach that is 
causing the issues that have come up. I am wondering, can you 
suggest to me ways that NASS could improve outreach efforts to 
farmers, to industry, so that farmers will have a better under- 
standing of the survey, know when and how the survey will be ad- 
ministered. But most importantly, they would have an under- 
standing of how this is information on an aggregate level, not per- 
sonal information. Also, how this type of data is helpful in making 
policy that then will come back to benefit their lives and rural com- 
munities. 

Mr. Reilly. And that is a very good question, and we, within our 
agency, realize that we rely on the cooperation of the farmers and 
ranchers, and we are doing a lot through our public affairs area of 
describing sort of what it is we are collecting. But more impor- 
tantly, we are trying to educate as many as we can on the uses. 
And, for example, we have worked with many of the commodity in- 
dustries, going back to show how the information we collect relates 



28 


back to the ARC programs, how it relates back to crop insurance. 
And we have had joint brochures and explanatory statements de- 
veloped both from us, RMA, the Corn Growers Association and Soy- 
bean Growers Association, that are looking at and trying to de- 
scribe back to the farmers and ranchers how the data you provide 
to NASS is used to get you a crop insurance payment. And the 
more we educate and the more we can get that, the better off we 
are going to be able to complete our mission of getting the data, 
and the farmers will know how it is being used. And that is the 
critical thing that we are trying to communicate. 

Ms. Kuster. Yes, and I agree with you. I think that is critical. 
And I would say this is a very bipartisan Committee, that is rare 
on Capitol Hill, and we would like to work with you if there is a 
way that we can help communicate to our constituents, put out a 
press release, put it up on our websites in a way that helps make 
that case that this information is not meant to be intrusive, it is 
meant to be instructive as to how we make these decisions of public 
policy, and as you say, how the checks flow coming back to the 
farmers. 

So thank you for your testimony. I appreciate your time. 

Mr. Thompson [presiding.] The gentlelady yields back. 

I now recognize the gentleman from Washington, Mr. Newhouse. 

Mr. Newhouse. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. 
Reilly, welcome. 

Mr. Reilly. Thank you. 

Mr. Newhouse. I appreciate your time here, your contributing to 
this conversation. It is very important stuff. 

I am a farmer myself I have filled out many of the surveys, 
sometimes begrudgingly. 

Mr. Reilly. Yes, I understand. 

Mr. Newhouse. But I understand the importance of the informa- 
tion as it is gathered. Information is power and we need to make 
sure that producers in this country have good information, and so 
it is important stuff. That is why I am concerned about the pro- 
gram overall, and we want to make sure that there is confidence 
in it, that people see not only the need for it, but it is given that 
surveys are conducted in such a way that people feel that they are 
being treated fairly, and not questioning the information or the use 
of it, but just in the manner it is secured. Like I tried to express 
at the outset, farmers are busy 

Mr. Reilly. Yes. 

Mr. Newhouse. — as you well know. We have a million things to 
do before yesterday, and to sit down and fill out a survey that is 
going to take 30 minutes, and turns out to be several hours, we 
don’t get any money for that, and there are other things that are 
high on the priority list. So it is a very sensitive thing that we have 
to he very careful in protecting our credibility in this. 

I have a couple of questions. The 2014 TOTAL survey, adminis- 
tered by NASS, my understanding was 24 pages long, had 326 
questions. Is that correct? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, that would probably have been the operator 
component, yes. 

Mr. Newhouse. Okay. 

Mr. Reilly. There are two different components, yes. 
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Mr. Newhouse. So would you describe in your estimation as that 
questionnaire being concise as Congress directed that it should be? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, again, in looking at serving the needs of the 
public, we operate under several different parameters. We have to 
be very cognizant of minimizing the response burden. And we work 
with strict guidance through the 0MB pre-approval process of look- 
ing at the response burden that we have, and we still have to be 
able to collect the needed information. So as we go through, again, 
every step of our process, I won’t say it is actually one of our golden 
rules, but we try to keep the response burden as minimal as pos- 
sible. And if we are looking for new items and things like that, we 
try to take items off to keep it equivalent. But the needs and the 
data needs for agriculture do change over time, and there has been 
an appetite for more information as more needs are being identified 
across the country. But we are very aware of the response burden, 
and we work to make sure that everything that gets on that docu- 
ment. And again, as part of the review process in the Federal Reg- 
ister notice, we do send it out and give it to the public to look at — 
here is the type of questions, and see are we hitting the target, 
anybody have any comments, is there something that we are miss- 
ing, is there something too much or 

Mr. Newhouse. So you 

Mr. Reilly. — anything like that. 

Mr. Newhouse. — saying it needs to be relevant information, rel- 
evant questions? 

Mr. Reilly. Yes. Yes. 

Mr. Newhouse. Would you say questions about furniture and of- 
fice supplies and license taxes, health expenses, how much was 
spent on entertainment, generally, are those relevant questions? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, again, especially dealing with agriculture, 
which is kind of unique, is because of the high percentage of farm 
operations that are family farms. Ninety-seven percent of all of our 
farms meet that criteria. And there is a difference, and there is a 
thing to look at the whole economic profile of the operation which 
doesn’t just stop at the farm operation. So there is a need to gather 
some information about the off-farm-related activities to get a com- 
plete overall 

Mr. Newhouse. Well 

Mr. Reilly. — economic well-being picture 

Mr. Newhouse. I have 

Mr. Reilly. — of our farms and 

Mr. Newhouse. I have just a short amount of time left, if I could 
ask quickly. I apologize for this, but in e-mails we have gotten from 
0MB, they directed NASS to speak with the USDA General Coun- 
sel about the content of the survey and whether USDA had the au- 
thority to combine TOTAL and ARM surveys to make them manda- 
tory. I want to know if you were aware of those concerns, and do 
you know if that consultation ever took place? And I apologize for 
leaving you very little time. 

Mr. Reilly. I am not sure specifically which concerns you are 
talking about, but in looking at our consultation with OGC, I am 
in constant communication with them about various aspects of our 
program. And we can get back with you on any type of what their 
opinion is or whatever. We have had discussions not only on this 
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program but other aspects of the Census of Agriculture program 
and the mandatory reporting over the years, and have a very 
strong working relationship with them. And in going through the 
0MB approval process, we do provide answers and questions and 
documentation to the 0MB examiner, sort of justifying our request 
and our authority to do that. 

Mr. Newhouse. So you are saying those consultations did occur? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, on this specific program, not necessarily, but 
I do consult with them all the time. And we did provide, and I have 
had recent conversations with them on other programs under the 
Census of Agriculture, and we did provide some of our 
documentations that we had from previous conversations to the 
0MB examiner. And we can get any clarification 

Mr. Newhouse. Okay. 

Mr. Reilly. — for the record if you need it of what OGC — ^because, 
again, every Census follow-on that we have conducted since the 
transfer at the Department of Agriculture has been conducted 
under the mandatory reporting authority. 

Mr. Newhouse. I have gone over my time, Mr. Chairman. I ap- 
preciate your leniency. Thank you. 

The Chairman [presiding.] It is freshman leniency, Mr. 
Newhouse. It won’t happen in your next year. Thank you very 
much. 

The chair would like to recognize the Ranking Member, Ms. 
DelBene, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. DelBene. We all support other Washington State Members 
of the Committee, I just had a couple of extra questions, Mr. Reilly. 

We talk about voluntary and mandatory surveys, and so I want- 
ed to know if you could explain for us the difference, why you de- 
cide to use one versus the other. 

Mr. Reilly. Well, first of all, when you talk about a decision 
process, essentially, with the Census of Agriculture program and 
the authority that we have had, all the special follow-ons that we 
have conducted as part of that program have been mandatory. 
Okay. So it is not like yes, no, or whatever, we have just conducted 
all of them as mandatory. And other than those programs, and 
knowing the important nature of what we are trying to get on 
those programs, on our Agricultural Estimates programs we have 
very little mandatory reporting on that side at all. So again, I look 
at this, and you look at the Census of Agriculture program and all 
the key related issues that it is trying then to subsequently meas- 
ure are critical. With the response rates and the quality of the data 
to measure those sometimes are difficult to get to, so each one, 
starting with the 1999 AELOS and every special study that has 
been conducted under the Census of Agriculture authority has been 
mandatory reporting. 

Ms. DelBene. Can you give us more information on the types of 
responses you get, what the difference in responses you get be- 
tween a mandatory and a voluntary 

Mr. Reilly. Typically, we find that our response rate will prob- 
ably increase and improve around 15 percent going from a vol- 
untary to a mandatory program, about a 15 percent increase. 

Ms. DelBene. And how does that show itself in terms of the 
quality of the data that you get as a result? 
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Mr. Reilly. In many times, it is absolutely critical, because when 
you look at the Census of Agriculture program, yes, we are looking 
at measuring things at a national level, but oftentimes you have 
to make sure we are putting out information on a sublevel, wheth- 
er it be a state, or in some instances even below the state level. 
And that is where it becomes critical. If you look at response rates 
and making sure that certain issues are important in all states, it 
is difficult for some of the smaller states for us to collect certain 
data at a defensible statistical level without the use of that manda- 
tory reporting. 

Ms. DelBene. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I yield back. I appre- 
ciate your time. 

Ms. Davis. Thank you. 

The chair now recognizes the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Yoho, 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Yoho. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Reilly, thank you for 
being here. 

And I am going to pick up where my colleagues from Wash- 
ington, in Washington, left off. And I am not as refined as my col- 
league to the left. 

Where I come from — I am a large animal veterinarian, I prac- 
ticed for 30 years, I have dealt with rural agriculture all of my life 
since I was about 15. Where I come from, people are angry about 
these surveys. They are intrusive. If I were to ask you how many 
children do you have? 

Mr. Reilly. I do not have any children. 

Mr. Yoho. Do you travel? 

Mr. Reilly. Yes, I do travel. 

Mr. Yoho. Where do you like to travel? 

Mr. Reilly. State of Washington 

Mr. Yoho. And if I kept going 

Mr. Reilly. — because that is where my family is from. 

Mr. Yoho. And if I keep going and say how much do you spend 
on this, and what is in your annuity and things like that, you 
might get to a point where you say it is none of your darned busi- 
ness. That is what I run into. 

And, these questions, I find them offensive, and especially when 
it is mandatory. It was brought up by Austin Scott about the 
Fourth Amendment, the right of the people to secure their persons, 
their house, their papers and effects against unreasonable search 
and seizures, shall not be violated and no warrants shall be issued 
but upon probable cause supported by an oath. I think we have 
overstepped the boundaries of this. And this is why, at this point 
of time in our country, especially where I come from, it is a very 
conservative district, there is a lot of mistrust of government. And 
this is an intrusive program. And I understand the importance of 
having the information, to get that information to make the deci- 
sions that we have to up here, but there is a better way to do that, 
and I would encourage you highly to do that. If not. Congress will 
act, and you will have help from your own government. 

What I wanted to ask you is, 0MB — and if you could raise Slide 
5 please. 

Mr. Yoho. OMB raised concerns about making the TOTAL sur- 
vey mandatory. This will be Slide 5. In the document on the screen 
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now, an 0MB employee advises, he is referring to the 0MB Gen- 
eral Counsel, believes that only the survey content named in the 
title is designated as mandatory. Were you aware of these concerns 
raised hy 0MB? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, I am not aware of these specific concerns, but 
in getting back to our 0MB approval process, as you know, exam- 
iners come, examiners go, different things, and oftentimes people 
are not aware of all the rules and parameters. I have had conversa- 
tions over the course of the year and my time, trying to explain to 
people what the authority provided to us under the Census of Agri- 
culture Act was. And in looking at this, I can’t comment specifically 
on this, but we have been through this. We have been through this 
several cycles. And I have talked with staff and I have a good rela- 
tionship with OGC on many of the issues, but as far as my staff 
goes, we go back to what we have done before, how we have justi- 
fied things before, and apparently whatever information that we 
provided back to 0MB met their satisfaction because they did end 
up approving 

Mr. Yoho. Well, let me go on to my next question then. 0MB 
staff then directed NASS staff to consult with the USDA General 
Counsel to determine whether the Secretary had the discretionary 
authority to mandate TOTAL as part of the Census for Agriculture 
program. Did any such consultation occur in your knowledge? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, I am not aware — well, first of all, I am not 
aware of this request, and any conversation I am not 

Mr. Yoho. Okay, so 

Mr. Reilly. — aware of that, but 

Mr. Yoho. But — okay. 

Mr. Reilly. — in dealings with the General Counsel, we just re- 
cently instituted a new Census of Agriculture report, current indus- 
trial reports, requested under Census of Agriculture authority, and 
I have had complete discussions with the General Counsel on that 
and those programs are being conducted 

Mr. Yoho. Well, let me ask you this. Do you think the NASS 
staff has the right to ask those questions, to mandate TOTAL as 
part of the Census for Agriculture program? Is that a yes or a no? 
I mean I am just kind of looking for a yes or no. 

Mr. Reilly. Again, going back, all the programs that we have 
conducted on the Census of Agriculture and the special studies 
since the transfer over have been conducted under mandatory au- 
thority. 

Mr. Yoho. All right. So the question is, do they have the discre- 
tionary authority to do that? You are saying yes? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, I would say that, yes, all of them have 
been 

Mr. Yoho. Okay. 

Mr. Reilly. — conducted that way. 

Mr. Yoho. I have a follow-up question then. Why were there no 
related documents produced to the Committee then when re- 
quested? And if you can’t answer that, I would appreciate a written 
answer for that for this Committee so that we can look at that 
more in-depth. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I believe I have run out of time. And I am 
going to ask you to submit that. The question is, the 0MB staff di- 
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rected NASS staff to consult with the USDA General Counsel to 
determine whether the Secretary has the discretionary authority to 
mandate TOTAL, and did any such consultation occur? You said 
yes, you thought. If yes, why were then no related documents pro- 
duced to the Committee that was requested? 

And I yield back. Thank you, sir. I will make sure you have 
them. 

Mr. Reilly. If I can make one clarification. I did not have a dis- 
cussion with OGC about the TOTAL survey, I had discussions with 
them about other Census of Agriculture special studies, and more 
recently, the current industrial reports. So those are the conversa- 
tions that I had. And if you need something from OGC that would 
document the authority to conduct the TOTAL, we can provide 

Mr. Yoho. I will write this down. I am out of time, and I want 
to respect the Chairman’s time and everybody else’s. And I will get 
you those questions. Thank you. 

The Chairman. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Reilly, thank you again. I have a few more questions. 

Following up a little bit on what Mr. Yoho started, several of the 
documents show various employees being instructed not to reveal 
ERS’ involvement in the TOTAL survey. Let’s put up Slide 7. 

The Chairman. This is an example of this. This employee is 
under the impression that you do not want third parties to know 
about ERS’ involvement and thereby create the appearance that 
NASS is conducting a Census for another agency. How do you ex- 
plain this? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, sir, I am not familiar with this specific e-mail. 
And, again, I will go back to the process and the plan that we put 
in place for this. When we looked at doing the two different sur- 
veys, we identified there was much overlap between the two, and 
we attempted to try to do something that was efficient and reduce 
respondent burden. So essentially, we eliminated or suspended 
ARMS III for the particular year and incorporated some of those 
questions and some of the content into the TOTAL survey. And 
what we didn’t want to do is that, when we were talking about this 
to anyone, is that we were not conducting ARMS this year. We 
wanted to make sure all of our materials and stuff like that re- 
flected that we were doing a land ownership survey. 

The Chairman. Well, for the record, I would like to note that this 
information was submitted to you on Monday. So at some point in 
time, I would like to make sure that you have had a chance to see 
that before you arrived here, which is why we gave it to you 

Mr. Reilly. Okay. 

The Chairman. — and I would hope we could get more of a re- 
sponse. 

And one last question on this issue. Did you direct employees to 
hide ERS’ involvement in TOTAL? 

Mr. Reilly. I never directed or had any communication about 
hiding anything. In fact, I believe, and again, in my opening state- 
ment we, right from the beginning from our explanatory notes 
through the Federal Register process, talked about the collaboration 
with ERS on the program. So we never hid anything about the in- 
volvement or whatever. We were open and transparent right from 
the beginning. 
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The Chairman. Well, thank you. I wanted to follow up on Mr. 
Yoho, since he started that line of questioning, and then go back 
now to something that was mentioned earlier by many of my col- 
leagues and me about the mandatory nature of TOTAL. 

Can we put Slide 3 up please? 

The Chairman. This e-mail from NASS’ 0MB liaison states, “Joe 
said we have the approval to treat this as a mandatoiy survey 
under the discretionary rights of the Secretary.” And you just men- 
tioned the mandatory issue in regards to OGC. Who granted that 
approval? 

Mr. Reilly. Well, I am not familiar with the particular e-mail, 
but again, in our process of submitting everything for 0MB in our 
Federal Register notice and all the 0MB approval process, we were 
right from the beginning with our intention to conduct this as man- 
datory reporting. So in our first Federal Register notice and in our 
second Federal Register notice, it was the intention in there that 
we were doing this as a mandatory reporting. And then, in essence, 
once we received 0MB approval, then we proceed with imple- 
menting the program. 

The Chairman. Well, Mr. Reilly, again, this information was in 
the report that was submitted by your employees to us. I find it 
disheartening that we can’t have a conversation here on informa- 
tion that your agency provided to us and get questions answered. 

Do you agree that the — well, you know what, I am going to skip 
that question. 

Mr. Thompson, do you have any more questions? All right, I will 
go into our closing statements. 

Mr. Reilly, thank you. I think all of us here on both sides, we 
understand the value of the Census of Agriculture survey. We truly 
do. Some of the responses that you have given today frustrate us 
to the point that maybe we will have another hearing on this. You 
mentioned the 1999 survey being the basis of the mandatory 
TOTAL survey. Well, let me for the record, and I will submit the 
1999 survey for the record and also the TOTAL survey, you already 
know there is a major difference in what is being asked on the 
1999 survey, and many of the questions that have been deemed in- 
trusive on the TOTAL survey. 

[The information referred to is located on p. 58, and p. 73.] * 

The Chairman. Our farmers have been frustrated by this new 
mandatory survey. They have been frustrated by the questions that 
have been asked. I appreciate your responses regarding dental in- 
surance, health insurance questions, but I still don’t see the need 
to ask that in an agricultural survey. That is something other sur- 
veys within the Federal Government ask. My colleague, Mr. Scott 
from Georgia, brought up the issue of spending and even charitable 
contributions. Well, the IRS gets that information from every 
American if they itemize, and if they don’t, why does the Census 
of Agriculture survey, why does TOTAL have to ask that informa- 
tion? I started today by asking you about if you are a risk-taker. 
By your own response, Mr. Reilly, you couldn’t answer that ques- 
tion accurately. And how can we expect our farmers who don’t un- 


* Editor’s note: The 1999 AELOS survey and the ARMS III survey are Attachments 1 and 
2 of the House Committee on Agriculture staff report, Oversight of USDA’s Use of the Census 
of Agriculture Authority To Acquire Farmer’s Personal Financial Information. 
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derstand the survey, who don’t know the background of the survey, 
who don’t know what that survey is going to be used for, how can 
you expect them to answer that question? 

I hope you can see today why we are frustrated. I hope you can 
see today why we expect you and the USDA to go back and rework 
something like this. Let’s use some common-sense. And I would 
hope that what we take away from here is an opportunity to con- 
tinue to work together; because we do truly value the statistical 
analysis that this survey can give, and I am personally afraid that 
the response rate is going to continue to go down when you add 
questions that are seemingly absurd to many of us. 

So with that, I want to say thank you again. Thank you to your 
staff. And I appreciate the opportunity to be here with you, and I 
look forward to working with you in the future. 

And now I have to go through my usual adjournment speech. 
Under the rules of the Committee, the record of today’s hearing 
will remain open for 10 calendar days to receive additional mate- 
rial and supplementary written responses from the witness to any 
questions posed by a Member. 

This Subcommittee on Biotechnology, Horticulture, and Research 
hearing is now adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 3:55 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.] 

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:] 
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I. Executive Summary 

In January 2015, the Committee, both Majority and Minority, were contacted by 
farmers and ranchers, also referred to as producers or operators, concerned that the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) National Agricultural Statistics Service 
(NASS) improperly used the Census of Agriculture authority to conduct a survey en- 
titled Tenure, Ownership, and Transition of Agricultural Land (TOTAL). By invok- 
ing the Census authority, NASS rendered the TOTAL survey compulsory. Farmers 
and ranchers across America were enraged when they realized the broadly scoped 
Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS III) was now being mandated by 
USDA. 

The farmers and ranchers in touch with the House Agriculture Committee, having 
no insight into the behind-the-scenes planning and execution of the survey, were 
confounded by the duplicative, intrusive, and over-broad nature of TOTAL. The 
TOTAL survey inquired about all aspects of an operator’s personal finan- 
cial portfolio as well as all aspects of farm related income and expenses. 
Examples of the intrusive nature include the following queries: “income 
from private pensions,” spending on “health and/or dental insurance costs,” 
and values of “financial assets held in non-retirement accounts” such sav- 
ings bonds and mutual funds. These questions on the TOTAL survey were 
required to be answered. Otherwise, the operator could face a monetary 
penalty. In order to understand all the facts surrounding this novel approach to 
ARMS HI, on February 2, 2015, Chairman Conaway and Ranking Member Peterson 
sent a letter to Secretary Vilsack requesting information, documents, and a staff- 
level briefing related to the TOTAL survey. 

On February 5, 2015, and again on March 27, 2015, NASS officials briefed House 
Agriculture Committee staff regarding the TOTAL survey. Both briefings were 
fraught with contradictions and confusion. At one point, during the February brief- 
ing, NASS staff stated that the TOTAL survey had been conducted “for years — since 
1998.” Then, when Committee staff challenged this statement, it was retracted. 
Based on the confused nature of the February briefing. Committee staff determined 
it was necessary to continue to press USDA for documents related to TOTAL and 
NASS’s authority to conduct TOTAL as a mandatory Census of Agriculture follow- 
on survey. 

For 7 months, USDA produced approximately 49,000 documents, which Com- 
mittee staff reviewed. On September 9, 2015, Chairman Conaway sent Secretary 
Vilsack a letter requesting transcribed testimony of two NASS employees, who have 
significant factual knowledge of the planning and execution of the TOTAL survey. 
USDA refused this request. Instead, USDA offered another briefing. Because USDA 
refused to produce witnesses to clarify certain documents and elaborate on the cir- 
cumstances surrounding the TOTAL survey, the Committee is left with outstanding 
questions. These gaps in the record are addressed in Section III of this report. 
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Over the course of the Committee’s oversight of the TOTAL survey, it became 
clear that certain anomalies occurred during the planning and approval phase of the 
survey. The pace, timing, and fact that TOTAL resembled the ARMS III survey — 
a survey traditionally conducted as an optional survey to inform research by the 
Economic Research Service (ERS) — was driven by department-level leadership. The 
electronic mail messages (e-mails) produced to the Committee show USDA’s involve- 
ment in the process, which raises questions about the political motivations for the 
compulsory nature of the TOTAL survey. Administrator Reilly, the official in charge 
of NASS and other NASS staff appear to have been receiving input from USDA- 
main headquarters. It is unclear who at the department-level was involved in plan- 
ning the TOTAL survey. Either USDA failed to produce documents and communica- 
tions to answer this question or the directions were verbal. Without having the op- 
portunity to question appropriate witnesses and USDA officials, the Committee’s 
oversight efforts are impaired. This also shields facts from Congress and American 
agricultural producers. However, one thing is clear: the TOTAL survey that was 
sent to operators is essentially a mandatory version of the ARMS III survey. The 
complete rationale for mandating TOTAL is, at this point, opaque to the Committee. 

Beyond the novel approach of mandating TOTAL, producers and ranchers from 
around the U.S. raised concerns about the survey content and the fact that it was 
extremely burdensome to complete. The TOTAL survey was broad and in some in- 
stances duplicative. While the Census of Agriculture is an important tool used by 
economists; state, local, and Federal policy-makers; financial analysts; and farmers 
themselves, it cannot be overly burdensome requiring farmers fill out unnecessary 
paperwork rather than focusing on their land. The House Agriculture Committee 
understood the importance of the Census as well as the balance that must be 
struck. 

In the report accompan 3 dng the Census of Agriculture Act of 1997, the Committee 
wrote that “[pjroducers have serious time constraints and should only have to an- 
swer questionnaires that are concise, easily readable and understandable, and rel- 
evant to today’s agricultural operations.” ^ Historically, the Census mandated report- 
ing information focused on farm-related data such as crops planted, 3 delds, crop in- 
surance, and on-farm finances. With regard to the TOTAL survey, NASS engaged 
in a series of actions to convince the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) to 
sign off on making TOTAL mandatory for all recipients to complete. These actions 
allowed them to compel — through the threat of a monetary penalty — the collection 
of a vast amount on-farm and off-farm data from farmers, ranchers, and land own- 
ers. This report calls into question the propriety of invoking the Census authority 
to require American farmers and ranchers to fill out a burdensome questionnaire 
probing not only their farm-related finances, but also their off-farm financial infor- 
mation. 

0MB plays a role in approving mandatory information collections across govern- 
ment. Notably, documents produced to the Committee demonstrate that 0MB raised 
questions about NASS’s authority to conduct TOTAL as a mandatory Census follow- 
on. The OMB General Counsel provided an informal opinion stating that 
NASS could not conduct the TOTAL survey under its mandatory Census au- 
thority. The OMB General Counsel stated that only survey content enumerated in 
Title 7 could be mandatory. NASS, in contrast, argued the Secretary of Agriculture 
had the discretion to determine survey content. 

OMB Staff advised NASS staff to seek ^idance from the USDA General Counsel 
on the question of the Secretary’s discretionary authority. NASS declined to follow 
OMB’s advice. The record before the Committee is void of any legal analysis on the 
subject of whether it is permissible to conduct the TOTAL survey as a mandatory 
Census follow-on survey. In e-mails provided to the Committee, USDA contends it 
has broad authority to conduct smaller surveys containing material beyond what is 
enumerated in the Census of Agriculture statute. In responding to the TOTAL sur- 
vey, operators are essentially providing all financial data related to farm and land 
operations as well as personal household financial data. USDA, by taking this new 
approach, has delved into data ranging from how much a rancher’s family spends 
on everything from health insurance to dental checkups to how much they spend 
on vacations. The House Agriculture Committee staff disagrees with this approach. 


H. Rep. No. 105-296 (Oct. 2, 1997). 



39 


II. Background 

Relevant Agencies 

The Census of Agriculture is conducted every 5 years pursuant to the Census of 
Agriculture Act of 1997.2 NASS is the USDA agency delegated the authority to con- 
duct the Census. According to the NASS website, the agency “conducts hundreds of 
surveys every year and prepares reports covering virtually every aspect of U.S. agri- 
culture.” ^ NASS employs approximately 435 staff members in Washington, D.C. and 
660 staff in field offices across the U.S. Its headquarters is in Washington, D.C. with 
12 regional field offices serving the nation. NASS’s annual budget is $172 million 
in discretionary dollars. The Administrator of NASS is Joseph T. Reilly. Reilly has 
served at NASS since 1997 and prior to joining NASS, he served at the Department 
of Commerce’s Bureau of Census for 21 years. 

ERS is the USDA agency responsible for producing analyses of economic and so- 
cial science information on agriculture, rural development, food, commodity mar- 
kets, and the environment. It compiles and disseminates data concerning USDA pro- 
grams and policies to various stakeholders. Presently, ERS has no authority related 
to the Census of Agriculture. Since 2011, ERS has been led by Dr. Mary Bohman. 

Both NASS and ERS are housed within the Research, Education, and Economics 
mission area of USDA. These agencies are overseen by Under Secretary of Agri- 
culture Dr. Catherine Woteki. 

The Census of Agriculture 

According to the NASS’s website: 

[T]he Census of Agriculture is the leading source of facts and figures about 
American agriculture. Conducted every 5 years, the Census provides a detailed 
picture of U.S. farms and ranches and the people who operate them. It is the 
only source of uniform, comprehensive agricultural data for every state and 
county in the United States. Participation by every farmer and rancher, regard- 
less of the size or type of operation, is vitally important. By responding to the 
Census, producers are helping themselves, their communities and all of U.S. ag- 
riculture.^ 

NASS conducted the most recent Census of Agriculture in 2012. Initially, the U.S. 
Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Census (BOC) conducted the Census every 10 


2 7 U.S.C. § 2204g states, in pertinent part: 

(a) Census of agriculture required 

(1) In general 

In 1998 and every fifth year thereafter, the Secretary of Agriculture shall take a Census 
of Agriculture. 

(2) Inclusion of specialty crops 

Effective beginning with the Census of Agriculture required to be conducted in 2008, 
the Secretary shall conduct as part of each Census of Agriculture a Census of specialty 
crops (as that term is defined in section 3 of the Specialty Crops Competitiveness Act of 
2004 (7 U.S.C. 1621 note; Public Law 108-465)). 

(b) Methods 

In connection with the Census, the Secretary may conduct any survey or other informa- 
tion collection, and employ any sampling or other statistical method, that the Secretary 
determines is appropriate. 

(c) Year of information 

The information collected in each Census taken under this section shall relate to the 
year immediately preceding the year in which the Census is taken. 

Frequently Asked Questions, About the Census, http:! ! ivww.agcensus.usda.gov ! Help ! FAQs ! 
General FAQs / (last visited Oct. 13, 2015). 

The Paperwork Reduction Act “requires agencies to submit approval requests for information 
collections to [the Office of Mgmt. & Budget’s] Office of Information & Regulatory Affairs 
[OIRA]. OIRA then evaluates them under the standards of the Paperwork Reduction Act, ap- 
proving them if they comply and assigning a control number.” See https:! / www.whitehouse.gov / 
omb j OIRA QsandAs i . The Census of Agriculture and its follow-on surveys must be vetted in 
advance by officials at OIRA. 

^http:! i www.nass.usda.gov j About JgASS j (last visited Oct. 21, 2015). 

’^See http:! I www.agcensus.usda.gov I About theCensus I (last visited Sept. 11, 2015). 
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years.® From 1920 through 1992, the BOC conducted the Census every 5 years.® In 
1997, the House and Senate passed the Census of Agriculture Act of 1997 to trans- 
fer the authority for conducting the Census from the BOC to USDA.'^ On November 
21, 1997, President Clinton signed the Act (P.L. 105-113), which is now part of Title 
7 of the United States Code. 

Data collected through the Census of Agriculture is used by numerous entities in 
both the public and private sectors. Farmers, farm product manufacturers, and the 
financial industry are among private sector consumers of the data. Additionally, 
state, local, and Federal policy-makers use the data to make decisions that will af- 
fect agriculture.® 

In addition to the Census, NASS also conducts follow-on surveys. Follow-on sur- 
veys are authorized in order to collect detailed information about specific agriculture 
related topics. Past follow-on surveys have included the Census of Horticulture, Or- 
ganic Survey, and the On-Farm Energy Production Survey, among others. With 
proper notice and opportunity to comment,® the follow-on surveys can be mandated 
under the Census of Agriculture authority. 

As mentioned above, participation in the Census of Agriculture and many of its 
follow-on surveys is required by law. Producers failing to answer the Census of Agri- 
culture questions may be fined up to $100. 

NASS’ funding varies from year to year and it is difficult to parse out Census 
funding from the numerous follow-on surveys NASS conducts. The appropriation is 
at its largest sum the year after a Census year which can be attributed to the fact 
that the survey is a look back at the data from the previous year. In the table below, 
the highlighted years are the peak years — those in which the survey is released. 


FY 

Census Funding”" 

2016 (request) 

$45,747 

2015 

$47,842 

2014 

$44,545 

2013 

$58,029 

2012 

$41,639 

2011 

$33,073 

2010 

$37,908 

2009 

$37,265 

2008 

$51,985 

2007 

$32,644 

2006 

$28,824 


* Dollar figures are in millions. 


The Agricultural Economics and Land Ownership Survey (AELOS) 

The Agricultural Economics and Land Ownership Survey (AELOS) was a survey 
conducted to gather information related to “non-farming landlord contributions to 
production agriculture.” The AELOS survey “provided estimates of farm and 
ranch land acquisition and ownership, capitalization and debt, operating inputs and 
costs, and operator-landlord relationships.” It provided a more comprehensive pic- 
ture of the financial conditions in agriculture. The inaugural AELOS survey was 
conducted by NASS in 1999. Although USDA stated that the AELOS survey has 


5S. Rep. No. 105-141 (Nov. 7, 1997); H. Rep. No. 105-296 (Oct. 2, 1997). 

®/d.; noting that between 1978 and 1982, the Census of Agriculture was conducted every 4 
years so as to align it with other economic surveys. 

■’Id. 

^Frequently Asked Questions, About the Census, http:! I www.agcensus.usda.gov ! Help ! FAQs ! 
General FAQs I (last visited Oct. 13, 2015). 

® The Paperwork Reduction Act “requires agencies to submit approval requests for information 
collections to [the Office of Mgmt. & Budget’s] Office of Information & Regulatory Affairs 
[OIRA]. OIRA then evaluates them under the standards of the Paperwork Reduction Act, ap- 
proving them if they comply and assigning a control number.” See https:! / www.whitehouse.gov / 
omb / OIRA QsandAs / . The Census of Agriculture and its follow-on surveys must be vetted in 
advance by officials at OIRA. 

[Redacted], Chief, Census Planning Branch, U.S. Dep’t of Agric., National Agric. Statistics 
Serv., Tenure, Ownership, and Transition of Agricultural Land [TOTAL] Survey PowerPoint 
Presentation [USDA-CENSUS— 0025401]; see also Letter from Hon. Todd Batta, Assistant Sec’y, 
Office of Cong. Affairs, U.S. Dep’t of Agric. to Hon. K. Michael Conaway, Chairman, H. Agric. 
Comm., Mar. 13, 2015 [hereinafter Batta Letter, Mar. 2015]. 

11 [USDA-CENSUS-0025401]. 
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“been completed about every 10 years as a follow-on survey to the Census of Agri- 
culture,” documents show the sole AELOS survey was conducted in 1999. AELOS 
was an updated version of similar surveys which were conducted in 1959, 1964, 
1970, 1979, and 1988.^^ NASS had planned to conduct an AELOS survey in 2011, 
hut canceled it due to budget constraints. Between 1999 and 2000, NASS received 
$2 million to fund the AELOS survey.^® 

The 1999 version of AELOS was conducted as a mandatory Census of Agriculture 
follow-on survey.^® A copy of the 1999 AELOS survey is provided as an attachment 
[Attachment 7] to this report. 

The Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS) 

According to ERS’ website, the ARMS survey is USDA’s “primary source of infor- 
mation on the financial condition, production practices, and resource use of Amer- 
ica’s farm businesses and the economic well-heing of America’s farm households.” 
ARMS has three phases. The third phase, ARMS III, which is relevant to this over- 
sight initiative, contains hroad, probing questions about “whole farm finance infor- 
mation” and “operator characteristics.” For at least the past 10 years, ARMS has 
been conducted by ERS and NASS, jointly.^® 

ARMS is an annual survey which provides data used by economists for various 
sorts of research, by producers in decision-making, and policy-makers.^® ARMS III 
data, in particular, is utilized by economists, financial analysts, and producers, 
among others. Data obtained through the ARMS survey is available on ERS’ website 
dating back to 1996.^^ Funding for the ARMS survey comes from funds appropriated 
for ERS and has heen approximately $19 million annually since Fiscal Year 2006. 

It is important to note that historically the ARMS survey has not heen mandatory 
for farm operators and has not been a part of the Census of Agriculture program. 
A copy of the ARMS III survey form is attached [Attachment 2] to this report. 

The Tenure, Ownership and Transition of Agricultural Land Survey (TOTAL) 

In March 2012, the Advisory Committee on Agriculture Statistics (ACAS) rec- 
ommended that NASS conduct a land tenure survey. Based on this recommendation, 
NASS decided to conduct the TOTAL survey for the first time.^^ Specifically, the 
ACAS report stated: “[t]he Advisory Committee recommends that NASS perform a 
Land Tenure survey as early as possible but no later than 2015. This should he the 
highest priority ‘optional’ [Census of Agriculture] follow-on.” In its recommenda- 
tion, the ACAS was not specific with regard to what questions should he included 
or excluded on a land tenure survey. 

NASS and ERS, at some point, decided to combine ARMS III and AELOS to es- 
tablish TOTAL, a Census follow-on that probed the agricultural and personal fi- 
nances of farmers, ranchers, and land owners. The new survey was described by a 
NASS employee as “[a]n integrated survey of farm finance and land ownership from 
all agricultural land owners.” 


i^Batta Letter, Mar. 2015. 

^^1997 Census of Agric.: History, AC97— SU--4, Vol. 2, Subject Series, Part 4, http:! ! 
www.agcensus.usda.gov /Publications j 1997IHistory lhistoryl997.pdf i\a&t visited Oct. 8, 2015). 

i^Batta Letter, Mar. 2015. 

i®U.S. Dep’t of Agric. Budget & Explanatory Notes, (available at http: /! www.ohpa.usda. 
gov D. 

^®[USDA— CENSUS-0025401]; see also Letter from Hon. Todd Batta, Assistant Sec’y, Office 
of Cong. Affairs, U.S. Dep’t of Agric. to Hon. K. Michael Conaway, Chairman, H. Agric. Comm., 
Mar. 13, 2015 [hereinafter Batta Letter, Mar. 2015]. 

Overview, What Is the Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS)?, http:/ / 
www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/arms-farm-finaneial-arul-crop-production-practices.aspx (last 
visited Oct. 7, 2015) [hereinafter ERS wehpage]. 

18 USDA-CENSUS-0003565. 

18ERS webpage; 1997 Census of A^ric.: History, AC97-SU-4, Vol. 2, Subject Series, Part 4, 
http: // www.agcensus.usda.gov / Publications / 1997 / History /history 1997.pdf (fast visited Oct. 8, 
2015). 

ERS webpage. 

21 ERS webpage. 

22 Batta Letter, Mar. 2015. 

23 Batta Letter, Mar. 2015; http://www.nass.usda.gov/About_NASS/Advisory_Committee_on_ 
Agriculture Statistics /ACAS Nov _2013_Meeting_Executive_Summary.pdf (last visited Sept. 14, 
2015). 

21 [Redacted], Workshop Overview: Why We Are Here PowerPoint Presentation, U.S. Dep’t of 
Agric., [USDA-CENSUS-0004451]. 
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NASS plans to conduct the TOTAL survey every 10 years to assist policy-makers, 
economists, financial analysts, and others who use the data.^® The TOTAL survey 
received $4.5 million in funding — $2.5 million from NASS in Fiscal Year 2015 and 
$2.0 million from ERS in Fiscal Year 2014.2® 

On December 26, 2014, NASS sent the target populations the initial mailing re- 
lated to TOTAL.2'^ A second mailing was sent on January 27, 2015, and telephonic 
and field follow-up took place between February 17, 2015 and April 2015. 2 ® NASS 
published preliminary TOTAL results on August 31, 2015.2® Complete 2014 TOTAL 
results were released October 5, 2015.®® 

Historical Relationship Between AELOS and ARMS III 

The 1999 version of AELOS was conducted as a mandatory Census of Agriculture 
follow-on survey.®® Management level coordination occurred with respect to AELOS 
and ARMS III. The coordination resulted in: 

Approximately Vs of AELOS records were completed using data from the 1999 
ARMS Phase III. The goal was to have an ARMS questionnaire no longer in 
length than in 1998. Hence, some detail was sacrificed to make room for the 
needed AELOS items.®2 

In other words, NASS chose to rely on the non-mandatory ARMS III survey to gath- 
er some of the data needed for the mandatory AELOS. This allowed the agency to 
lessen the burden on producers and avoid redundancy, yet gather the necessary 
data without creating a super survey such as TOTAL. 

Two Versions of TOTAL 

TOTAL was comprised of two versions — the operator or producer version and the 
landlord-only version.®® According to USDA documents, the operator version 
“target[ed] farm and ranch operators in the 48 contiguous states,” whose agricul- 
tural product sales totaled at least $1,000 annually.®® The operator version is most 
similar to the previously optional ARMS III survey. 

For the landlord-only version, NASS targeted land owners who rent their land, 
but do not engage in farming operations.®® The landlord-only version of TOTAL is 
similar in content to previously mandatory AELOS survey. 

The content of ARMS III and the operator-only version of TOTAL are almost iden- 
tical. This fact is borne out in numerous NASS staff e-mail messages. At one point 
a NASS staff member points out the confusion created by calling the landlord only 
version of TOTAL by its former name, ARMS III. On December 8, 2014, NASS staff 
wrote: 

I am a little confused on our use of ARMS in this news release. We continue 
to use “ARMS” internally to attempt to lessen the confusion in the 
TOTAL — Landlord Only survey and ARMS III but as far as any external 
communications go I was under the impression both surveys should be 
referred to as TOTAL. “ARMS III” was suspended in the 0MB docket for this 
year and in its place is TOTAL. The “ARMS” form that the respondent receives 
says TOTAL on it.®® 


2 ^ E-mail from NASS Staff to NASS Staff, Re: TOTAL Supporting Statements, Oct. 20, 2014 
[USDA-CENSUS-0029795]. 

2®U.S. Dep’t of Agriculture, Nat’l Agric. Statistics Serv., Tenure, Ownership, and Transition 
of Agric. Land (TOTAL) Survey, Mar. 19, 2014 [USDA-CENSUS-0002042]. 

m total Data Collection PowerPoint Slide [USDA— CENSUS-0004175]; see also Memo- 
randum from [Redacted], Chief, Census Planning Branch, Nat’l Agric. Statistics Serv., Oct. 15, 
2014 [USDA-CENSUS-0025932]. 

28 TOTAL Data Collection PowerPoint Slide [USDA-CENSUS-0004175]. 

2®U.S. Dep’t of Agric., Nat’l Agric. Statistics Serv., New Release available at http:! ! 
www.agcensus.usda.gov / Newsroom 1 2015 1 08 31 _2015.php (last visited Sept. 15, 2015.). 

8® Press Release, Most of the U.S. Rented Farmland is Owned by Non-Farmers, available at 
http: II www.agcensus.usda.gov ! Newsroom ! 2015 ! 08 31 2015.php (Oct. 5, 2015). 

8® [Redacted], Chief, Census Planning Branch, U7S. Dep’t of Agric., National Agric. Statistics 
Serv., Tenure, Ownership, and Transition of Agricultural Land [TOTAL] Survey PowerPoint 
Presentation [USDA-CENSUS— 0025401]; see also Batta Letter, Mar. 2015. 

82 1997 Census of Agric., Volume 2, Part 4 “History,” at 159, (available at http: II 
www.agcensus.usda.gov iPublications 1 1997 1 History I historyl997.pdf} (last visited Oct. 21, 2015). 

88 Tenure, Ownership, and Transition of Agric. Land (TOTAL) Survey [USDA— CENSUS- 
0026258]. 

8“ [USDA-CENSUS-0026258]. 

85 [USDA-CENSUS-0026258]. 

85 Electronic mail [E-mail] from NASS Staff A to a group of unnamed NASS Staff, Dec. 8, 2014 
(emphasis added) [USDA-CENSUS-0004371]. 



43 


To lessen NASS staff confusion, the TOTAL operator version was often referred 
to as ARMS III. As part of the same e-mail exchange referenced above, NASS staff 
wrote: “It does say ARMS III on it off to the side [of the questionnaire form] but 
the actual title of the survey is TOTAL.” Similarly, USD A, in correspondence with 
Chairman Conaway, referred to the TOTAL survey as being previously known as 
AELOS and ARMS.^s 

The TOTAL Survey Received Extensive Criticism from Recipients 
Documents reveal that in January 2015, many operators received both the ARMS 
III survey as well as the TOTAL survey. Farmers, ranchers, and operators objected 
to the government demanding that they respond to these questions not once in the 
ARMS III survey, but twice when they received the TOTAL survey. Section N of 
the TOTAL survey, operator version, required that all income, assets, debt, and 
spending be reported to USDA. Following is a snapshot of one of the most intrusive 
sections related to household financial information. 


Electronic mail [E-mail] from NASS Staff A to a group of unnamed NASS Staff, Dec. 8, 2014 
[USDA-CENSUS-0004371]. 

3®Batta Letter, Mar. 2015. 



HOUSEHOLD SPENDING - iPhtua see VALUE CODES above.) 


2. Which value code from the list above repfesents how much (he household spent «i 2014 on— 

v«hieCo 0 * 



1105 

b 

rent payments for the pnndpal operator s dweilng, if not owned by the household { Item 3c, on 

noi 



1106 

d 

hOh-farm transportalon (or the 



( 1 ) renhr>g or leasing of vehicles for household use, public transportation expenses etc.?. 

1107 


(H) fuel, mairxenance arnl repars. vehtcfe insurance. pBrlur>g arwl bcense fees for 

non-farm share of vehicles? 

1119 

4JUiun 


HOUSEHOLD SPENDING - (Pteaee see VALUE COOES oi> pege 22 ) 


fieaBh and med«cal expenses of 

VMuaCtMa 

(I) health and/or dental insurance coats? (costs not covered by (he farm operation or an 

iioa 

(U) out of pocket expenses for health and medical needs? 

1112 

coninbulions to personal irisurance itncMteg Us. oseomty, eno vsMWy njuwKw ou not #K3U9ne tieetet. 
tHmujmmr m vehtate nuirsiK») and retirament plana including pensions and Soaal Secunly*/ 

1109 

contnbubons to <r>dividui)ls oulside of trie household including alimony, child support, 

gifts (nol incktding beguesfs) and charitable contnbulioni? 

1110 

mortgage interest for operators who hve in a dwelling owned by the household and not the 

1120 

property taxes for operators who live m a dwelling owned by the household end not the 
operation? 

1121 

all otrier famXy livmg expenses, such as rion-farm household insurance payments, clothing arxi 


personal care products and services, house (Umtshings and equipmenl. educalHxi I 

and chM (or eduff) care, entarlammeni (hobbtea. recreatton. and vaca/rona)? | 

lira 


OFF-FARM ASSETS - IPteem see VALUE COOES on pege 27 ) 

3- Whtd) vdlue codo on page 22 ropresonts D>a lotat value of each ot the tollowtno categories of off-farTti assets o wned by 
the opofalor members of (he operator l housertold on December 3 V 2014, for — (EMtHieseseetsoftfusepefseon 

iwfiortwO Vi SetHan J | 


finanoal assets held in non-relvement accounts? 

VsSimCoOe 

(Mclvdx oMk. ca«c*xi0. •nonor rnttset •eeowSA c*nMc 4 r«x oT deposit, smmgs OanOx gmwmwv — rurSen 

oMMandhp awsoMi kMKM due K> Si* eoenMor or AouMnciw ccwpona* Moor, fnuluWrifrds c«ri wrenOervetueoiste 

00S3 


oes4 

operalor's dwelling, if not owned by trie operation? (wtrapomMr/nSiuMnTS. nem i*) 

09S4 

real estate and other personal (second) homes? 

(oai*fr*ww», msKimnsal rstest cerenmosi snOamst reel mstets). . 

oeas 


0966 

all household vehicles? {tnchidUtg ltoueeie)ei%hefeol^fenieteepenttafmsdbtt)eopefeien\.. . .. 

0962 

Other assets not reported elsewhere? 

0967 


Farmers receiving the TOTAL survey were required to spend a great deal of 
time — time off the land they work — delving into their on-farm banking accounts as 
well as off-farm banking accounts. Numerous recipients had questions related to the 
survey. Agricultural producers e-mailed NASS’s customer service address to ask 
questions and express consternation with the TOTAL survey. One respondent com- 
plained directly to USDA as is evidenced in the following e-mail in which the re- 
spondent requests assistance from NASS. 
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....Original Meuage 
From JHimiilim(mdilto| 

Sent: Monday. January 05. 2015 2:29 PM 
To: Customer Service - NASS 

Subiect: 2014 Tenure. Ownership and Transition of Ag Land Survey 


I am helping my mother and her two sisters, my landlords, complete their surveys Vour phone lines 
and voice mail are full this morning. 


Sections 2, 3. 4 & 6: 

They own the farm in undivided thirds. Do I divide the total acreage and values by three to report for 
each one? 


Section 4,3e; 

My mother does have her land asset in her will and intends to keep it there. Yet she doesn't anticipate 
transferring ownership in the next 5 years. The survey is conflicting there. 

Sections 10 & 11; 

The sisters do not have a partnership yet each own an undivided share of the farm. Two sisters own a 
full l/3rd of the farm, one sister owns a l/6th share and her other l/6th share is held in a trust. Each 
of the sisters received a survey and we received two surveys in the name of the trust. 


Do I treat the sisters as individual owners in Section 10? 

Do I treat the eldest sister, (lives on the farm, was the prior tenant, and is trustee for the trust) as the 
principal landlord? 

Do I treat the trust as a trust in section 11? 

What do I do with the duplicate trust survey? 


Thank you. As usual with your surveys, your estimate of 2i^minutes per response is completely 
laughable. 


As usual ssith your suneys. your 
estimate of 30 minutes per 
response is completely laughable. 




One operator referred to the TOTAL survey as “this extremely long form.”^® An- 
other operator requested a copy of the survey he or she filled out just the prior year. 
Specifically, the operator wrote: 


Is our survey from last year available to us to use? There will be no changes 
and I would like to refer to it. We had no idea this was going to be an an- 
nual event.'^® 


The individual above likely received the ARMS III survey and the TOTAL survey 
less than a year apart which shows both the duplicative nature of TOTAL and the 
burden NASS placed on American agricultural producers. 

In another case, an incensed landowner took his frustration with the TOTAL sur- 
vey out on the dairy and grain farmer renting his land. The dairy farmer was fear- 
ful of losing the lease. NASS staff had not foreseen that land owners would be in- 
convenienced by the survey.'^^ Below is a related e-mail showing NASS staff did not 
foresee landowners being perturbed by the length and breadth of the TOTAL sur- 
vey. 


Anonymous landowner to NASS Staff, Re: Survey Completion, Dec. 26, 2014 [USDA— CEN- 
SUS-0049069]. 

Anonymous landowner to NASS Staff, Re: Previous years survey, Dec. 30, 2014 (emphasis 
added) [USDA-CENSUS-00490801. 

E-mail from NASS Staff to NASS Staff, Re: Landlords being surveyed, Aug. 27, 2014 
[USDA-CENSUS-0020008]. 









Subject; Landlords being surveyed 

Importance: High 


Are any of the contacts to Landlords for TOTAL being conducted by Phone and Mail? The reason I ask.-. 

I just received a call from^^^^P one of PA’s medium sized Dairy and Grain Farm operatorv He has 
received phone calls from three of the Landlords he rents land from. His Landlords are blaming him for the 
surveys they are receiving about the Land they Rent out. The surveys are from us. 's ‘going to be 

very upset if I lose that ground’ Mr. Hawn quoted his Landlords as using the phrase 'return Immediately* 

^^^^^|is lairly determined to try and smooth things over himself for us with his Landlords. I suggested 
they could call me directly our office, offered to help any way we can, thanked him etc 

I had not considered a back lash to farmers from our surveying Landlords. I have no idea how wide spread 
this IS. 


Slaliblicun 

U.S. Department of Agriculture | hfabonal Agncuttural Statistics Service 

Northeasfem Regional Field Office 

4050 Crums Mill Rd Hamsbutg F>A 17112 

phn 717 6576304 

lax 717 782 4011 


Under the Paperwork Reduction Act, the department or agency gathering infor- 
mation from U.S. citizens is required to reduce the burden by means such as em- 
ploying information resources and technology.^^ In addition, the Act requires the Di- 
rector of 0MB to “establish and oversee standards and guidelines by which agencies 
are to estimate the burden to comply with a proposed collection of information.” 
These estimations must be reported 0MB and provided on the survey form for re- 
cipients. In a nutshell, 0MB must approve all mandatory information collections 
sent by the U.S. government. Even before NASS engaged 0MB in the approval proc- 
ess, officials at USDA and NASS had decided to conduct the TOTAL survey as a 
mandatory Census of Agriculture follow-on survey. 


Decision to Make TOTAL Mandatory 

The driving force behind the decision to mandate TOTAL is unclear, however 
based on the documents produced to the Committee by USDA, it is apparent that 
officials at the department-level were aware of the shift to mandatory. 

According to documents, the plan was to merge ARMS III and AELOS to create 
a hybrid survey and use the Census authority to require producers to answer the 
survey questionnaires. On January 24, 2014, the NASS Assistant Administrator 
sent an e-mail to two other NASS staff rela3dng a conversation she had with Admin- 
istrator Reilly. Her e-mail, inserted below, shows that Administrator Reilly was re- 
ceiving direction from USDA officials on how to proceed with the TOTAL survey. 
USDA was dictating the timeline, content, and future decisions as indicated by the 
clause “sounds like we will know something maybe next week from USDA.” The en- 
tire e-mail is pasted below. 


Public Law 104—13. 
43 See Public Law 104-13. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To; 

Subject 


I )u»t spol^ with Jo« ReUty And USDA continues to press forward with this survey - «s you ^riow, the piin celis to* 
An ARMS comoonrnt end FRS h«s brrrt invotvmi in the discussioo USOA would like • oubJKAtion by Aufusi i0l5. 
MAry Bohman h.ss commented that would be optimistic but early Fall 201S might be possible 

Just keeping you m the loop Sounds like we wHi know something maybe nc«t vireek from U50A. 

Rettee 

R. Renee Picanso 

Director. Census and Survey Division 
National A^ncultural Statistics Service 
United States Department of Ag^nculture 
202-720-3383 

renee.picanso^nass.usda.gov 


The following e-mail shows that numerous NASS staff members were aware of 
USDA’s involvement in creating the content for the TOTAL survey. In the e-mail 
below, NASS staff suggested checking to insure content requested by USDA was in- 
cluded in the TOTAL survey. These e-mails demonstrate that USDA officials, per- 
haps within the Office of the Secretary, were dictating certain factors related to the 
TOTAL survey. 


From: 


Sont: Fn<jiiy,Octoberl7. 2014 8U7 AM 

To; 

Cc: 

NASS 

Subject: RE. T1403 - 2014 TOTAL Landlord Only Status Update 




Picanso, Renee • NASS 
Fnday, January 24. 2014 1:01 PM 



L':ku.\ continues i 


with this .survey jTOTALl ... the 
plan calls tor an .ARMS component 


We should have a conversation with toe R to make sure we have included everything promised to the Department. 


It appears that USDA, NASS, and ERS conducted the TOTAL survey as manda- 
tory to increase response rates.^'^ Yet, documents show USDA officials were influen- 
tial in the execution of the survey — a fact which may indicate a political rational 
for mandating TOTAL. In March 2014, a memorandum was circulated throughout 
NASS that noted in order to mandate the TOTAL survey, NASS suspended the 
0MB docket for ARMS and “submitted [a new docket] so we can carry the 
mandatory reporting statement on the questionnaires.”^® 

This March 26, 2014, e-mail confirms that Administrator Reilly, referred to below 
as Joe R., was carrying out the plan to rename ARMS III, TOTAL and make it man- 
datory. According to the e-mail, Reilly was not sure whose plan he was ratif 3 dng. 
Subordinate staff wrote: “He seems to think that we were the ones pushing the dual 
mandatory and voluntary authority.” On September 9, 2015, Chairman Conaway re- 
quested to interview two NASS staff members in order to fill gaps in the record such 
as this one. This request was not granted. Instead, USDA offered a third briefing. 
Without questioning NASS staff members, it is unclear who was proposing manda- 
tory versus voluntary. 


Dep’t of Agriculture, Nat’l Agric. Statistics Serv., Tenure, Ownership, and Transition 
of Agric. Land (TOTAL) Survey, Mar. 19, 2014 [USDA-CENSUS-0005647]. 

'^^U.S. Dep’t of Agriculture, Nat’l Agric. Statistics Serv., Tenure, Ownership, and Transition 
of Agric. Land (TOTAL) Survey, Mar. 19, 2014 [USDA-CENSUS-0002042] (emphasis added). 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Picanso, Renee - NASS 
Wednesday. March 26, 2014 S:24 PM 


TOTAL - Census authonty 



I slopped by lo see Joe R 
to clarify how he wants to 
proceed on mandators’ 
reporting authority. 


I stopped by to see Joe R to clarity how he wants to proceed on mandatory reporting authority. He says he is 
In agreement to replace ARMS III with TOTAL and ask for mandalory^thority. He seemed to think that we 
were the ones pushing the dual mandatory and voluntary authority. 

I told him I would give him a list of talking points before the OM6 meeting thaSs, uj review so we are all 
on the same page I stopped by and told 



R- Renee Picanso 

Director, Census and Survey Division 
National Agricultural Statistics Service 
United States Department of Agriculture 
202.720-3383 

renee. picanso $>nass.usda. gov 


Replace ARMS 111 
widi TOTAL and 
ask for mandatory 
authority. 


The TOTAL Survey Contravenes Congress’ Intent for the Census of Agriculture 
Mandating a burdensome survey such as ARMS III by renaming it TOTAL was 
not what Congress likely intended when it enacted the Census of Agriculture Act 
of 1997. On the contrary, Congress was aware of the burden placed on producers 
when responding to Census questionnaires. In reporting the Act, Congress adopted 
House Report 105-296, which clarifies their intent. It states: 

The Committee recognizes the intrusive nature of a Census and the need to 
obtain relevant data for policymakers. Producers have serious time constraints 
and should only have to answer questionnaires that are concise, easily readable 
and understandable, and relevant to today’s agricultural operations. The Com- 
mittee is sympathetic to concerns of time spent filling out unnecessary paper- 
work.'^® 

Based on the documents produced to the Committee, it does not appear that USDA 
complied with spirit and intent of Congress when deciding to include the TOTAL 
survey as a mandatory, follow-on element of the 2012 Census. 

0MB Raises Questions Related to the Funding and Frequency of ARMS and TOTAL, 
In an e-mail dated October 30, 2014, 0MB staff asked about the frequency of the 
TOTAL survey. E-mails from NASS staff, in response, state that TOTAL will be con- 
ducted every 10 years.’^'^ The funding, according to an e-mail dated April 21, 2014, 
would come from “combining Congressional appropriations” earmarked for the Cen- 
sus of Agriculture as well as ERS’ funds. Combining funds from two agencies to con- 
duct what NASS couched as a Census of Agriculture follow-on study raised a red 
flag for 0MB. 

OMB’s Role in Mandating TOTAL 

Under the Paperwork Reduction Act, NASS is required “to submit approval re- 
quests for information collections to the Office of Management and Budget’s (0MB), 
Office of Information & Regulatory Affairs (OIRA).”''® The Census of Agriculture 
and its follow-on surveys must be vetted, in advance, by officials at OIRA. OIRA 
evaluates the materials related to the surveys vis-a-vis the standards of the Act, ap- 
proving them if they comply and assigning a control number. In the summer of 
2014, 0MB staff engaged both in person as well as through e-mail regarding the 
mandatory nature of the TOTAL survey. 

Internal NASS documents show that NASS staff knew to portray TOTAL as one 
survey — its precursor being AELOS in order to achieve mandatory status. If 0MB 
suspected TOTAL was too similar to ARMS III, then 0MB may not sign off on man- 
datory status for TOTAL. When asked about the public relations strategy for 


46 Jf. Rep. No. 105-296, Purpose & Needs Section (1997). 

4T E-mail from NASS Staff to NASS Staff, Re: TOTAL Supporting Statements, Oct. 20, 2014 
[USDA-CENSUS-0029795]. 

48 See Pub. L. No. 104-13. 
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TOTAL, and whether there would be a distinction for ARMS III and TOTAL land- 
lord-only, NASS staff responded tersely stating: “For 0MB purposes it is one sur- 
vey.” In actuality, operators received a now-mandatory ARMS III survey and the 
landlords received a version similar to AELOS. The entire e-mail exchange is below. 


Sent; Thursday, December 18. 2014 1:45 PM 

Subject: RE: ARMS 3 news release 


Yes For 0MB ourcoses i> one survey. 


Survey Administratton Branch 
Environmental and Economic Survey Section 
202 720 3598 


For OMB purposes it is one survey. 


Subject; FW: ARMS 3 news release 


Sorry - tor my beneht, and to be clear There is only one press release to announce both ARMSlarro 
Landlord TOTAt, with no mention otERS-. .correct? 


Thank sou. 


IMlh no iiieiilion oEF.RS ... 
correct? 


On March 21, 2014, NASS staff sent an e-mail to OMB staff, introducing the con- 
cept of the TOTAL survey.®® When NASS staff engaged OMB staff on TOTAL, 
NASS staff portrayed the TOTAL survey as similar to AELOS and therefore deserv- 
ing of mandatory status. NASS staff explained that they would like to “discuss some 
of the proposed details for integrating this new survey with the existing ARMS pro- 
gram.”®! NASS staff also intimated that since the AELOS survey was mandatory, 
the TOTAL survey should be mandatory as well.®^ 

Then, when OMB staff learned in an e-mail that ERS and NASS appropriations 
would be combined to fund the TOTAL survey,®® OMB staff deemed it necessary to 
consult with their Office of General Counsel (OGC) to inquire as to whether NASS 
had the authority to mandate the TOTAL survey.®^ The following e-mail exchange 
shows NASS staff describing the funding sources for TOTAL. In response, OMB 
staff informed NASS that OGC was reviewing NASS’ statutory basis for mandating 
TOTAL. 


E-mail from NASS Staff to NASS Regional Field Office Staff, Re: ARMS III news release, 
Dec. 18, 2014 [USDA-CENSUS-0039968]. 

Electronic Mail [E-mail] from NASS Staff B to OMB Staff A, Meeting to Discuss the Comb- 
ing [sic] of ARMS III survey with a new survey called TOTAL, Mar. 21, 2014 [USDA-CENSUS— 
0009324]. 

®! E-mail from NASS Staff B to OMB Staff A, Meeting to Discuss the Combing [sic] of ARMS 
III survey with a new survey called TOTAL, Mar. 21, 2014 [USDA-CENSUS— 0009324]. Id. 

^^Id. 

E-mail from NASS Staff B to OMB Staff, Re: Follow-up Information to TOTAL-ARMS meet- 
ing, Apr. 21, 2014 [USDA-CENSUS-0012904]. 

8“ E-mail Exchange between NASS Staff B and OMB Staff A, Apr. 21, 2014 [USDA-CENSUS- 
0012904]. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject; 


Wednesday, Apnl 23, 2014 12:17 PM 
Picanso. Renee - NASS, 


RE; Follow-up Information to TOTAL - ARMS meeting 


Thank you. Davtd. I wanted to ki you know that • have followed up on thli queUMn with our Office of 
General Counsel, and I hope to have il least an intertm response tu you before the middle of next week 


Working ihfough other bits and pieces that I ‘owe* you on the tCR front. 


It: Monaay^Lpfi^^ToM 


From: I 

Se nt: Monday, 

Cc Picanso, Renee • NASS; 

Subject; RE: Folow-up Information to TOTAL - ARMS meeting 
Good Afternoon Jen. 


in 2U1S the ARMS ni rurvey will be suspended lor that one survey The data that would have been collected 
with the ARMS Ul questionnaire will now be cnileaed by the more comprehensive TOTAL qu<.-stlonnaires. 
which are Census of Af foUow-on surveys Ornmally I had alUched the Title 7 Svc. 22(M(g| lo docummi that 
tho Soc of Agriculture has the authoniy to rrsake this data coltection into mandatory survey since It (s a 
foiiow-on to the Census ol Agriculture We am planning to pay for the TOTAL survey (operator and landlord 
questionnaires) by combining Congressional appropriaitons (Census) with funding we are receivtrtg hom FRS 
for the ARMS pfOgrain 

from the data that is collected frortr the TOTAL surveys we will be able to publish the ARMS Hi data as we 
have done In the past along with the TOTAL publir^atiorr which will r:ombine the operator and 'andtord 
components. 

Please k*t me kr>ow if you have any ulhrr q<u*sti(>ris 



LtSOA NASS OMR CieararKc Offiivi 
202fi90*23S8 


OMB Advises NASS on Whether It Is Permissible to Mandate TOTAL 

On May 8, 2014, the OMB OGC provided an informal legal opinion regard- 
ing whether the Census of Agriculture mandatory statutory authority was 
applicable in the case of the TOTAL survey. He found it was not. Below is 
the e-mail OMB staff sent NASS staff conveying the OMB OGC’s opinion that only 
Census follow-on surveys with content laid out in the statute could be mandated. 
OMB staff also advised NASS staff to seek guidance from the USDA Office of Gen- 
eral Counsel. 
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From: 

Sene 

To: 

a: 

Subject: 



He believes ihai only ihc 
sun cy conient named in 
the Title is designated as 
mandaiorv. 


U. Ag Surveys Program (201312 0S35 0011 


Ihiinh you,^^| > received a message back from our general (ounkehluv 


to get hack to vnu 


moruiog. a 



Our DGC reviewed Title 7. From his read and consultations ^rth hiv team, he believer that only the turvey 
content named >n the Title is designated as mandatory, and that any additional content (even if embedded 
or otherwise fielded aiong>tde| is not be designated as mandatory under Title 7 However, our OGC noted 
that some agencies have dKcretion m naming a particular survey or set of items on a survey as mandatory. IF 
U5PA/NA5S/tRS has this discretion they might be able to irtwoke il m|he case of TOTAiyAflMS Your OGC 
could advise you ' 


I Will take a took at Ag Surveys Program as soon as ) can 



Some agencies have 
discretion ..your OGC 
could advise you. 


Documents show this was not the response NASS staff anticipated.^^ Staff con- 
templated giving Administrator Reilly “a heads up on this [development].”^® On 
May 9, 2014, according to internal NASS e-mails, Administrator Reilly verbally as- 
sured staff that “we [NASS] have approval to treat this as a mandatory survey 
under the discretionary rights of the secretary [sic].”®"^ NASS staff operated under 
the assumption that the Secretary of Agriculture has the discretionary authority to 
render TOTAL mandatory since AELOS had been mandatory.®® 


NASS Staff Continued to Ignore OMB’s Guidance 

In the e-mail inserted above 0MB suggested NASS seek the advice of USDA’s 
General Counsel regarding the question of whether NASS had the authority to con- 
duct TOTAL as a mandatory survey. 

On July 17, 2014, OMB Staff again reiterated their opinion that if funds 
other than NASS funds are used for a particular survey, then that survey 
cannot carry the mandatory Census authority (see e-mail below).®® Con- 
tinuing on July 18, 2014, OMB staff and NASS staff had a significant amount of 
correspondence related to the matter of whether the TOTAL survey could carry the 
Census mandatory authority. During the same time frame, NASS staff and OMB 
staff debated whether the Organic Survey was eligible to be conducted as a manda- 
tory Census follow-on. 


E-mail Exchange between NASS Staff B and other NASS staff, May 8, 2014 [USDA-CEN- 
SUS-0013920]. 

E-mail Exchange between NASS Staff B and other NASS staff, May 8, 2014 [USDA-CEN- 
SUS-0013920]. 

E-mail Exchange between NASS Staff B and other NASS staff, May 9, 2014 [USDA-CEN- 
SUS-0013937]. 

58 E-mail from NASS Staff to OMB Staff, Apr. 21, 2014 [USDA-CENSUS-0012904]. 

5® Email from OMB staff to NASS staff, Re: Submitted Request List, July 17, 2014 [USDA- 
CENSUS-0016781]. 
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Ultimately, the Federal Register notice (FRN) submissions to 0MB were amended 
to reflect the fact that these surveys would be conducted as mandatory Census fol- 
low-ons. Both the TOTAL Survey FRN and the Organics Survey FRN required 
amendment to notify the public of the compulsory nature of the surveys. This 
amendment is reflected in the e-mail message above. 


NASS Staff Admits They Did Not Seek Guidance from USDA’s General Counsel 
In the following document related to the Organic Survey, NASS staff admitted he 
was not aware of any legal analysis related to the question of which surveys are 
authorized to be mandatory. 



cc 

Subject: RE: Ag Surveys Program (201312*OS3S*001) 


I have beer) talking with| 


|about the mandatory issue and we drafted the fallowing reply. 


In 2009 NASS conducted its first organic survey. It was totally funded by Census of Agricultural funds 
and carried mandatory reporting authority . In the following renewal of this docket (0535*0249) the 
funding was provided by RMA and the survey was converted to a voluntary survey When the current 
renewal request was being drafted, ft was proposed earlier than the timing projected in the S-year 
census cycle and there was no census funds available for this survey, so RMA was witling to pay for It 
again to support RMAs need for commodity soecific pricing data and other statistics. When the 
current budget was approved for 2014, census funds were made available for the renewal of the 
organic census, so we are 5ubmittir)g it as a rnandatory survey again. Additional data will be collected 
so that data senes will be very similar to the data reported from the 2009 organic survey. 

I am not aware of any conversations NASS has had with OGC^oncerning this issue. 

If there are still concerns over this Issue we are fine with you approviXN^ Emergency Extension on the 


I am not aware of 
any conversations 
NASS has had with 
OGC concerning 
this issue. 


In the e-mail above NASS staff argned that since the Organic Survey was par- 
tially funded by the Risk Management Administration of USDA, and conducted as 
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a mandatory follow-on, then NASS could proceed with TOTAL as a mandatory fol- 
low-on survey.®® 

E-mails show that NASS staff internally debated the Secretary’s authority to 
mandate the TOTAL survey. Instead of seeking guidance from the USDA Office of 
General Counsel, NASS staff decided, in a vacuum, that the Secretary had the dis- 
cretion based on conversations with the NASS Administrator Reilly.®'^ 

On July 18, 2014, an internal NASS e-mail exchange shows that NASS staff did 
not believe it was necessary to clarify NASS’ position with regard to mandating the 
TOTAL survey. In response to the question of whether Administrator Reilly needed 
to verify the agency’s position on the question of authority, NASS staff wrote: “I 
think if OMB wants clarification [on the mandatory authority] they can ini- 
tiate that process.” 

Also on July 18, 2014, OMB staff directed NASS staff to resubmit the FRN “clear- 
ly stating that this collection would be mandatory and the authority under which 
NASS can make it mandatory.” ®® 

NASS Staff Believed Re-Titling the ARMS III Survey Sufficed to Render it Manda- 
tory 

According to documents produced to the Committee, certain NASS staff believed 
the re-titling of the TOTAL survey allowed NASS to mandate the survey. On June 
20, 2014, one NASS staff member wrote an e-mail expressing the idea that a simple 
title change in the survey was sufficient to render the TOTAL survey mandatory. 
Specifically, he wrote: “Unfortunately, we had to change the title [from ARMS 
III to TOTAL] to allow for the OMB statement of ‘required;’ however I am 
going to continue to refer to this document and all other related items as 
2014 ARMS III.”®'‘ See below for the full e-mail text. 


from: 

Sent: 

To; 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Friday. June 20, 2014 11:23 AM 

2014 ARMS III Questionnaire V9 
6_20_14 Version 9 (SJ.docx 


We had to change the 
title to allow for the 
OMB statement of 
“required...” 




Attached is a version 9 questionnaire. Unlortunately, we had to change the hlle to allow tor the OMB 
statement of "required*; however, I am going to continue to refer to this document and all other related 
Items at 2014 ARMS III 


Other changes from Version 6' 

1. Statistics Division along with Andrew requested that we bring back the breakout of acres in the open 
and square feet under glass for Nursery and greenhouse crops on page S. 

1. We removed question 27btl} from page 4. 

I corrected a few Incorrect skips today and we may find a few more, but ERS and NASS consider this 
questionnaire final for coirtent. 



Survey Administration Branch 
Environmental and Economic Survey Section 
202 .720-3598 


On August 4, 2014, the NASS staff member who liaises with OMB sent an e-mail 
to other NASS staff informing them that the TOTAL survey, landlord and operator 
versions were granted mandatory status by OMB. He directed his colleagues to in- 


E-mail from NASS Staff to OMB Staff, Re: Ag Surveys Program (201312—0535—001), July 
18, 2014 [USDA-CENSUS-0017084]. 

61 E-mail from NASS Staff to OMB Staff, Re: Ag Surveys Program (201312-0535-001) DRAFT 
note to [Redacted], July 18, 2014 [USDA-CENSUS-0017040]; see also [USDA-CENSUS- 
00139371; [USDA-CENSUS-0017058]. 

62E-mail from NASS Staff to NASS Staff, Re: Ag Surveys Program (201312—0535—001) 
DRAFT note to [Redacted], July 18, 2014 (emphasis added) [USDA-CENSUS-0017058]. 

66E-mail from OMB Staff to NASS Staff, Re: Ag Surveys Program (201312—0535—001), July 
18, 2014 [USDA-CENSUS-00171155]. 

64 E-mail from NASS Staff to NASS Staff, 6 20 14 Version 9 (5).docx, June 20, 2014 (emphasis 
added) [USDA-CENSUS-0015310]. 
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elude the appropriate language to reflect the mandatory status in all public rela- 
tions materials.®® The fact that ERS was a partner in funding and planning the 
TOTAL survey, however, remained concealed from the public. 

NASS Concealed ERS’ Cooperation on the TOTAL Survey 
Administrator Reilly, according to NASS staff e-mails, “did not think it is appro- 
priate for us [NASS] to conduct a Census for another agency,”®® in this case, ERS. 
The e-mail below shows that as a result of Reilly’s views, NASS staff did not insert 
references to ERS in the publicity materials for the TOTAL survey. News releases 
and all other promotional materials related to the TOTAL survey did not contain 
the ERS logo or make mention of the fact that ERS was a partner in TOTAL. Fol- 
lowing is an e-mail showing the rationale for excluding references to ERS. 


Thursday, OdCemtwr 18. 2014 1.09 PU 


RE ARMS 3 news release 


Wc cannot mention ERS 
as a TOTAL panner since 
ft's a Census product. 


6aw<J o>i ««rlte>r dl>cnv%K>n%. we cennot inrnfion ERS » roTAC partrier since i Centos product Bastcslly. loe 
di(J not think il ii appropriate for u^ to conduct a Census for another arl'OCV- 



We just wanted to check with you about the ARMS 3 news release ort ShareRoint There iv no mention of ERS as a 
partner and we wanted to verity this is (he 'News Release' 

Thanks. 



Internally, NASS staff appears to have disagreed with the approach taken in re- 
ferring to TOTAL as a Census of Agriculture follow-on. In the instance below, a 
NASS staff member pointed out: “the Census [was not used at all] to sample.” The 
tone of the e-mail indicates contempt for the approach to TOTAL, and shows that 
the manner in which it was conducted was novel. Staff appears not to approve of 
leadership’s decision with regard to the TOTAL survey. In particular, the staff mem- 
ber cited below stated: “People are horribly picky about this whole TOTAL thing.” 


E-mail from NASS Staff to NASS Staff, TOTAL! ARMS Question, Aug. 4, 2014 [USDA- 
CENSUS-0018429]. 

6® E-mail from NASS Staff to NASS Staff, Re: ARMS III news release, Dec. 18, 2014 [USDA- 
CENSUS-0039961]. 
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...since we ;ire 
cultinu this u 
roUow-nn (escn 
thiiu^h we 
diiin't use the 
I census...) 

V J 

I doubt we are gotti^ to be able to use the Teniptate as it stands this yeai People are hot nbly 

picky about this whole 'TOTAf thing^s^^te promotional material use the Census of Ag logos since we are 
calling this a follow-on (even though we didn't use the census at ail to samptel Perhaps we should Just use 
plain NASS/USOA PowerPoint template like we did for the ciMS training^ Otherwise I'm sure someone will 
say something. 

People seem to be real good at picking up on this type of stuff and letting Important things go (I had 
someone tell me that the cSMS log in screen had the wrong logo—still had NASS In the grass— good thing we 
got people looking out for that stuff .sheesh), 


Survey Administration Branch 
Enylronmental and Economic Survey Section 
202-7J0 3S98 


The record before the Committee demonstrates that USDA’s NASS mandated a 
burdensome survey — ARMS III cloaked in the TOTAL title — a survey previously op- 
tional for producers. Their motives for this are unclear, but when questioned about 
it by 0MB rather than seek counsel from USDA’s OGC, NASS relied on Reilly’s 
word. Since USDA has declined to fully cooperate with the Committee’s oversight 
of TOTAL, gaps remain in the record. The following section focuses on what we do 
know — the findings, as well as the unanswered questions. 

III. Findings and Unanswered Questions 

The TOTAL Survey is over-broad, duplicative, and burdensome. 

The documents produced to the Committee showing numerous producer com- 
plaints related to TOTAL coupled with the feedback received by the Committee 
from producers indicates that the TOTAL survey simply goes too far. 

0MB advised NASS that the TOTAL survey could not be mandated under the 
Census of Agriculture authority and instructed NASS to seek guidance from the 
USDA Office of General Counsel. 

NASS failed to consult the USDA Office of General Counsel as advised by 
0MB before mandating the TOTAL Survey. 

Despite a request from Chairman Conaway to interview pertinent NASS staff, 
those requests were denied by the Office of Congressional Relations.®'^ As a result, 
the Committee needs answers to the following outstanding questions: 

• When and why did USDA and/or NASS decide to conduct the TOTAL survey 
using the mandatory authority of the Census? 

• Who at the department-level was involved in the decision to mandate TOTAL 
as well as the planning and execution of the TOTAL survey? 

• When was the decision made to add ARMS III to the land tenure survey rec- 
ommended by the Advisory Committee on Agriculture Statistics? 

• Who influenced the decision to integrate ARMS III and AELOS to produce the 
TOTAL survey? 

• Who at USDA was involved in orchestrating the TOTAL survey and its execu- 
tion plan? 

• What was the rationale for mandating the TOTAL survey? 

• Who, if anyone, was directing Administrator Reilly with regard to the TOTAL 
survey? 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Saturday. September 20, 2014 1:33 PM 

^^^■■■Inass 

RE: ARMS 3 workshop info 



Letter from Hon. Todd Batta, Assistant Sec’y, Office of Cong. Affairs, U.S. Dep’t of Agric. 
to Hon. K. Michael Conaway, Chairman, H. Agric. Comm., Sept. 28, 2015. 
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• Why did NASS staff choose not to consult USDA’s OGC when 0MB advised 
that they do so? 

• Whether Congress and more specifically, the Appropriations Committee is 
aware that NASS uses funds from other USDA agencies to conduct Census fol- 
low-on surveys? 

Today, many questions linger. Either USDA failed to produce documents and com- 
munications far enough back in time to answer these questions, or the directions 
were verbal. Without having the opportunity to question appropriate witnesses and 
USDA officials, the Committee’s oversight efforts are impaired. This also shields 
facts from Congress and American agricultural producers. 

TV. Conclusion 

This report is the result of Congress and, in particular, the House Agriculture 
Committee listening to its constituents. Farmers, ranchers, producers, and other op- 
erators contacted the Committee to raise concerns about what they viewed as an 
intrusive, burdensome, overreach of executive power. They had seen this survey be- 
fore — it was the ARMS III survey. This time it was different. This time the USDA 
exercised its Census authority to mandate each farmer and rancher’s participation. 
The fact that farmers and ranchers failing to fill out the 24 page operator version 
would be subjected to a monetary penalty was a tough pill to swallow. It was novel 
approach. This oversight initiative revealed that there were anomalies in the proc- 

USDA and NASS’ motivation for renaming ARMS III as TOTAL is unclear. If 
they were hoping to deceive farmers, their plan failed. They were not deceived and 
they did not stay silent on the matter. Instead, farmers and ranchers were angry 
that the government would require them to report how much their household spent 
on health care, dental care, and the values of their homes, vehicles, and retirement 
accounts. 

USDA, when crafting the TOTAL survey, failed to take into consideration the pri- 
vacy of America’s farmers, ranchers, and landowners. 0MB advised NASS that their 
interpretation of the Census of Agriculture statue did not allow for mandating the 
TOTAL survey, which is essentially the ARMS III survey. NASS was unwilling to 
accept this answer. Repeatedly, NASS communicated to 0MB that it was within the 
Secretary’s discretion to mandate TOTAL. At the end of the day, 0MB accepted this 
on face value and allowed NASS to resubmit the Federal Register notices indicating 
the mandatory status of the survey. NASS took all of these actions without once 
asking the advice of USDA’s Office of General Counsel. 

The Committee is deeply concerned with regard to the TOTAL survey, that USDA 
and NASS exceeded their authority under the Census of Agriculture. The Secretary, 
in this case, abused his discretion. This oversight initiative has borne out the fact 
that anomalies occurred in the process of mandating TOTAL. As a result of the find- 
ings above. Committee staff recommends that Members of the Agriculture Com- 
mittee review the attached surveys and the findings herein to determine whether 
it is appropriate to narrow the statutory language in 7 U.S.C. § 2204g. 

V. Options for Legislation Related to the Census 

Following are some legislative options for Members and their staffs to consider: 

1. Statutorily limit the number of questions in Census surveys to reduce the 
time burden on survey recipients. 

2. Amend the statute to make clear that Census follow-on survey may not man- 
date responses. 

3. Requests of other agencies regarding content of any survey must be first sub- 
ject to notice and comment, and detailed explanation of any question (pur- 
pose, how the data will be utilized, etcetera) must be provided well in ad- 
vance. 

VI. Timeline of the Committee’s Oversight of TOTAL and the Census 

• On February 5, 2015, USDA and NASS staff briefed Committee staff. There 
were numerous unanswered questions flowing from this briefing. 

• February 10, 2015, at the request of numerous producers, the Chairman and 
Ranking Member sent a letter to Secretary Vilsack requesting information and 
documents related to the Census of Agriculture and surveys conducted pursuant 
to that authority. The documents were due February 26, 2015. 

• On February 26, 2015, Committee staff followed up with USDA staff to inquire 
about the status of the production. 
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• On March 16, 2015, USDA staff sent an e-mail containing a letter from Under 
Secretary Todd Batta, signed March 13, 2015. This letter answered the ques- 
tions posed in the Chairman and Ranking Member’s letter. No documents were 
provided. 

• On March 18, 2015, Committee staff sent an e-mail to USDA staff narrowing 
the scope of and prioritizing the documents in the request. 

• On March 23, 2015, USDA staff communicated to Committee staff that they 
would provide primarily publicly available documents to the Committee at the 
briefing on March 27, 2015. 

• On March 27, 2015, USDA staff provided a briefing to Committee staff and pro- 
duced a disk containing publicly available documents related to the Census of 
Agriculture. 

• On April 7, 2015, USDA staff communicated that USDA was reviewing 56,000 
documents that were potentially related to the Census of Agriculture request 
and that the Committee would receive relevant documents between April 10 
and April 14, 2016. 

• USDA produced documents to the Committee on April 17, 24, and June 8, 12, 
26, and July 20, 2015. In total, USDA produced 49,000 documents. 

• On September 9, 2015, the Chairman sent letter to Secretary Vilsack requesting 
transcribed interviews of two NASS employees with factual knowledge of the 
planning of execution of the TOTAL survey. 

• On September 28, 2015, Under Secretary Todd Batta wrote Chairman Conaway 
offering another briefing, and thereby declining to produce witnesses for a tran- 
scribed interview. 
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[ATTACHMENT 1] 

1999 Agricultural Economics and Land Ownership Survey Operator’s Re- 
port 


NATIONAL 



AGRICULTURAL 

STATISTICS 


U.6 D«oa<trTwi( 9t AopouIUm* 
fi|(n 3306. StMin BuAfq 
1400 in(iep«r«}vnc« Avenue. S W 
WMTMngton OC 20250 2000 


1999 AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS and 
LAND OWNERSHIP SURVEY 
OPERATOR’S REPORT 


Fonn A{tc<ov«d 
ova Number 0635^240 
ApproMi Explrvi QS/ilfOO 
P>o(ec(Cooe632 


NOTICE: Response to ttils inquiiy is required 

by law I Title 7. U S Codei By tne 
sdine law YOUR REPORT IS 
CONFIDENTIAL and (I win only be 
used for staiisucal purposes Your 
report CANNOT be used lor purposes 
of taxation. mvestigBlion. or r^ualion 
The law also provides thal copies 
retaxied xi your files are immune from 
legal processes 


Pleaso return your completed report in 
the enclosed postage paid envelope. 


Please correct errors In nemo, address and ZIP code. 

If you are involved in more than one operation, report only for the operation named on the label. 



T-TYPE 

0 

UNE 

000 




LAND In FARM/RANCH 

Include elf ciopiand KUeiend CPP pastureland woodland wasteland etc 

In 1999, record for this operation- 

1. Farm and Ranch land OWNED . 


2. Farm and Ranch land rented or leased FROM OTHERS^ 

Exclude land used on a per -head basis under a grazing pemwl 

a For CASH . . 

b For a SHARE of crop or livestock production . . 

c. Rent free 

3. Farm and Ranch land rented or leased TO OTHERS^ 

Include land rented for cash, for a share of crop or livestock production, or rent free. 

4. TOTAL ACRES in thM operation In 1999 

(Items 1 *2a*2b*2c-3) 

5. RENT PAID In 1999- 

Include rent paid m 1999 kx previoua years and rent paid in advance. 

a. Cash RenI Paid 

b Fees Paid for Kvestoefe grazed on an Arwnal Unit Month (ALIM), head or gam basis 
c. Value of Landlord's Share of production for land rented on a share basis 



PLEASE READ CAREFULLY- 

In 1999, did this operation- 

- grow crops or cut hay 

- raise livestocli or pouftry 

• have whole grain storage faobties. 

• receive government farm program payments or 

- have ag^tturai sales 


Q YES - Confmua on next page 

Q NO • Please explain below then go to Conclusion, back page 
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LANDLORDS 

If this ooeraHon renled land in 1 999 {either cash rertt. share rent or nnt f>ee) 
compile this sadlon If no land wa» renidd from others, go to Section c. 


1, How many landlords did this operation rent land from In 19997 


orricEuse 1 T.TYpe 


Z. Please list the following Information for EACH landlord or attach a listing with the foHowIng Irfformatlon. 


NAME of LANDLORD 


MAILING ADDRESS of LANDLORD 


L FIRST NAME. MDOLEINTrUL. LAST NAME STREET ADDRESS (K RURAL ROUTE •nd BOX NUMBER BKi 


1 PHONE ( ) 


FIRSTNAME. MIDOLEtNmAL. LAST NAME STREET ADDRESS ckRURAL ROUTE ard BOX NUMBER » 


7 PHONE ( } 


POISTNAME. MIOOIE IMTTIAL LAST NAME STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE and BOX NUMBER K 


3 IPHONE ( X — 


FIRST NAME, HDDLE miTTM.. LAST NAME STREET AOORES8 or RURAL ROUTE oMl BOX NUMBER c 


♦ PHONE ( ) 


FIRSTNAME, MODLE INfTlAL. LASTNAME STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE andBOX NUMBER p 


# PHONE ( ) 


FTRSTNAME, MIDDLE IMTUU.. LASTNAME STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE arKi BOX NUMBER p 


* PHONE ( } 


FIRST NAME. MIDDLE WITUL. LAST NAME | STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE ar>d BOX NUMBER 


PHONE ( ] 


, FIRSTNAME MIDDLE INITIAL LASTNAME STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE and BOX NUMBER 


> PHONE ( ) 


FIRSTNAME. MlOOLEBimAL. LASTNAME STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE Bi»d BOX NUMBER p 


* PHONE ( ) 


FIRST NAME. MIDDLE INITtAL. LAST NAME STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE ortd BOX NUMBER 


PHONE ( _) 















LAUDLOROS-continued 


NAME of LANDLORD 


FIRST NAME. 


MAIUNO ADDRESS of LANDLORD 



nmriMMi. NocuMmAL. 


PHONE ( ) 



FIRST NAME 

. MIDDLE INTTIAL. 

LAST NAME 

STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE artd BOX NUMBER 


IS 

PHONE ( 

J 


CTTY STATE ZP 

nst OFFICE USE 


FIRSTIMK MIDDLE INTTIAL. LASTNAME STRETT ADDRESS or RURAL ROiHE tmJ BOX NUMSER 
' CftY STATE BP 

A i 


STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE and BOX NUMBER 

.STATE aP 


FIRST NAME UMODLE INITUL. LAST NAME STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE Mil BOX NUMBER 
CfTT STATE jOP 

PHONE ( ) 


FIRST NAME. MIDDLE INTTIAL, LAST NAME | STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE and BOX NUMBER 
PHONE ( ) 


FIRST NAME. MIDDLE INITIAL. LAST NAME | STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE and BOX HUMBER 
PHONE { ) 


FIRST NAME, MIOOUlNmaL LAST NAME 

STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE and BOX NUMBER 

xw 

PHONE ( ) 

CITY 

STATE 

ZP 

731 OFFICE USE ! 


FIRST NAME, MIDDLE INITIAL LAST NAME STREET ADDRESS or RURAL ROUTE and BOX NUMBER 


^ PHONE { ) 



3. tf you had more than 20 landlords In 19B9. list thess additional landlords on a separata sheet of paper, 
and attach to this questionnaire. Be sure to include the name, address, phone number, and 
number of acres rented from each landlord. 











AGRICULTURAL LAND OWNERSHIP 


1. For Land Acquired or Disposed of (sold or given away) in 1999 report- 

iinctudt 9arai» ctf»n^s ptifCft4ffsy ultt rwwttnc *! , of gtts 
excMHtandrwtfO ft acreage </Kt not ehsnge in t999. ieeve biank.\ 


Acreage In 1999 wNch was- 

ACRES 

TOTAL MARKET 
VALUE 

DOLLARS 

AMOUNT FTNANCED 

DOLLARS 

Acquired 

332 

orj 

034 

Sokt/disposed of for farmir>g/rarKhino 

,335 

030 


Sokt/disposed of tor non-tarm purposes 

03a 

039 



2. Pk>as« report LAND OWNED on ooch spociftod date and land acquired and dispoaed of {sokf or given away) 
during each apectned time period. {Enciude rented acres ) 



I 1972 ^ I 

3. For the land OWNED by ibis operation, 

report the number of acres in the following land use categorles- 

a. Orchards/vmeyards 

b. Croplarxt iindutH nay acres BMeiUftati/cnanisfiMwyariisanaenp^aneaaUufa) 

C. Paslureland (Mciu 0 »crq 0 «n 0 picture *ooiiianis»asian.oth«f pasture ana r angaiafiO} 

6. Forest/woodland not pastured 

e Other {famtsteed, roads ditches, wasteiand. etc ) 


TIME PERIOD I 

ACRES ACQUIRED 

ACRES DISPOSED OF 

1968-1998 

045 

1 

046 

1983 - 1987 

047 

046 

1973-1982 

Mu 

050 


f Total Acres Owned (a ♦b -^c e) ... , 

g. How mariy of these acres were enroKed in the Conservation ‘,0^^ 

Reserve Program tCRP) and V'/eUanda Reserve Program (WRP)? ... 

4. For the land OWNED by this operation, report the Martrei Value on December 31, 1999 of> 
{Provide your best estimate based bn a recent aporeisai. or simitar sales in your area ) 


a. Farm operator's dweMing. If owned by this operation 

b All other farm buildrigs. structures, and dwellings 

(SicTuae 6wni creT eren Smi gieannoxnes. laiM Meng* tfwds. wc I 

c. Larx] lEiic/MNnarioucpcAiK/PMiarigs) . . 

d Total Mailret Value of Land and Buiidings Owned (a ^ b * c } 


5. For the land RENTED FROM OTHERS, report the Rtorket Vatue of the land arnl bulldinga 

6. For the land RENTED TO OTHERS, report the Market Value of the land and buildings 

7. In 1999, did this operation purchase professional or farm management services, 
such as record keeping, farm practices advice, farm planning, rent coHoctlon, etc.? 

ow .Dyes .Dno 
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SECTION D 


PRODUCTION EXPENSES 


ihKlud9 only tarm^nch expenses E.xclu(te expenses paid by landtotrSs, 

ihe vafue ofmms furnished by eontredorz and expenses peia on land rented to others.) 


In 1999, how much did this operation spend on~ 

1. Seeds, Mta, plants, seed ctoaning and troatmonts, transplants, trees, and nursery stock? 

{S»tiue» tfmx ouizn«ac<3 Wf for ana I 

2. Fertilizer, Mmo and soil conditioners? 

{/r)c/udtctisrQ«D app-toMoo costs ) 

3. Agricultural Chemicals for crops, livestock, poultry, and general farm use? 

iff»cru(r»ct/stvnaM>^«OMcomi 

4. Livestock Purchases^ 

a. Breeding livestock artO deny cattle? , , .. 

b All other llveslock and pouNry? 

c. Leasing of livestock? [itKk/e§h9smgetbetiibrpoermcxjn) 

5. Feed for livestock and poultry? 

ilncrue»9f*r> rttr tJa^c concerHm0t. eKf 


None DOUJUts 

-096 


*097 


6. Fuels. Oils and Lubricants inciudir>g gasoivw, owsel fuel, 
natural gas. LP gas and all other fuel? 


r 


7. Repairs, Maintenance and Supplies 

tindcidi f/mntvnance *no rwpm of torm moctynety oQtttpmoni, tuMtamg hoanx 
and ran) Ano mcMto farm tupfiXaM m ar ka WiQ contaroan. hard toon. 
tam zfioo powvf aqupnmt, ate 

enrMManyotwcgrnrriclKMiarwMOdMna) 

s. Insurance for the farm business? 

(HfKTMM mautanca ter maehInarY. MiSngt VMStedi craps 
andthalam thata kx autoa ana trvek* 

Exdudahaa/thmturafKa apdothof patron mtufatKei . 

9. Interest and fees paid on>- 

a. debts secured by real estate"^ 


b. debts NOT secured by real estate? 

10 . Property tax paid on> 

a. real estate? . . . * 


b. livestock, machinery and other farm production Items? 



r ^ 



OTJ 

. 


_ 


fora 

077’ 


11. Cash wages paid to hired farmfranch labor and Contract Labor? 

(Inaludagfw caah patamnli ro gwyteytti. mdudrtg paid teiniV mamtan 
bafora daduGi/or* lof tocie zaaxtr Psati. mtumtet pramiumM oK and 
paymanu he conlraa ladof CicftM cwitem wort ) ... 

12. All other Operating Expenses? 

a Custom work, machine hire, veterinary services and medical supplies 

b Utilities used for Ihe farm . . 

a Marketing and storage expenses 

d. Transportation and leasing of vehicles, mschmefy arxl equipment .... 

e. Depreciation expenses claimed by this opeiBtion in 1999 

for all capital assets 

f. General business and all other operating expenses not roported above. 

(£irctefle eapnal a»oandnuea» hv aaniems ana machhary duiUingt ale t 


r 

1061 

lo87 

|u83 

jsso 

|(>S4 
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SECTION E 


CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 


Report the total cost of the following capital expenditures for this 
operation In 1999 


TOTAL CAPITAL 
EXPENOrTURES IN 
1999 


1. Improvements on land such as larxi preparalion. trrtgaiioii improvemems. 
wel dniiing. ponPs. drain89e roads, feedlots treiKn sik». agooos. new fences, elc. 

mmaaM tquiprmnl ) 

2. Buildings and structures tncludng an costs for new constnjction. 
remodehog or additions to the operator's dwef 4 ng if owned by the 
operation. dwelUnM for mred labor, bams, buildinos. hog houses. 
poiJtry houses, rninc bams, storage laolties. sheas, sdos, etc 

(SxctvdtmotntnamtiniwwKt.) .. . .. - 

Report the total costs of the following capital purchases for this operation 
In 1999 , after deducting the value of thtde-lns, rebates, and discounts. 


DOLLARS 




3. Trucks and Autos 

tliKiu09n9wonmatrua(t pKt(>ufa sfion /sns ea/rpM. butei can etc) 


a. What percentage of this was the Farm's Share? percent; 

4. Tractors and Self-Propelled Farm Equipment mciuding impiemenu 
and self-propelled eqmprnerM for Ivestock. dairy or poultry production 

<Mcri«d* rne tam vnn OAy.) . 

5. Other Farm Machinery and Non Self-Propelled farm equipment impiemenis. 
migalton equipment arid pumps and capital equipment for Ivostock. dairy, and pouftry 

(/iK/UflevwftvmMwvoAiyl 

6. All Other Capital Expenditures 

(/Ac/uoi* 0* cihaf capm cy(>ena’tun\ hNcN wan pMced on a oapractBOon Mcftaonn > 



SECTION F 


FARM ASSETS 


For each Itam, report the MARKET VALUE of the aeaets owned by the operation 
on the date apociftod. 



3. 

4 . 

5. 

6 . 
7. 


b. Non-breedir>g livestock and poukiy 

{tnc/MpnpctfWt. iiaoc. » At»i pwiey. andtgaa* 

knttoctf UKf* M nonai nMiM Mat aeuacuruv, ace.) 

Production inputs purchased and on hand such as feed, 
seed, fortIUzer, chemfcafs, fuels, parts, and other suppnos, etc. 

Farm share of autos and trucks owned (fofaf va/ue X peroenf farm use) 

Tractors, machinery, equipment and tools owned 

Stock in Farm Credit System 

Stock In Farm Cooperatives 


1 1 

106 1 


[107 j 

108 , 


TIO^ ( 

na ‘ 

1 ■: 


^114 1 

116 1 


6. All Other Farm Assets 

(*KAMaa/affn{yi*ou>9acco«n(« caa/i, 6onea MfHhpaaaaefaaAOAL saM^anosMctuneaecounu i*.* ' ' i 

aF«moMy o«««dM lMsapv/«Mn. mobdnpcraojanUaMjttioL SQt^kirriAuiviMyi'FWiU and ' , 

a*»K>Ni#fwr»n«Mti/>o<fawort*oatWf»j i 
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SECTION G 


FARM INCOME 


7 


1. What was the total amount RECEIVED by this operation in 1 999 for CASH and 
MARKETING CONTRACT SALES for- 

(Exclud* pnxkjctton contncts ana landlOfa'a ahara of ptoduction.) 

DOLLARS 

a. Crop Sales Iii9 

{Ml crops inckiding nuraary. gnenhouse. and specialty commodihes None I 

/nca«^tf)e vWueorccCteaw.) 

b. Livestock and Poultry sales 

{AHiMstock and poultry inclu(Sng ^yacially iama and iveatock pmducta 90 kl) 

2. Did this operation have aiw PRODUCTION CONTRACTS to produce ar^y crop, pouHry, 
livestock or Ivestock products in 1999? 

(A production contract is an arrangement which you receive a fee or percentage of 

the production for producing a commodity owned by someone else 

The owner (contractor) of the commodity usuatty provides inputs or services.) 

121 „ „ 

, □ YES . [Continue-] , □ NO - (Go (o «em 3.) 


a. WNch of the following commodities did the operation have production contracts for, In 19997 



VES*t 


niEi 


YEM 

Brollefs 

m 

Hogs 

126 

Vegetables 

127 

Layers, Pullets & Eggs 

123 ” 

Custom Fed Cattle 

126 ' 

Grains/Oilseeds 

12B 

Turkeys 

124 



Other 

129 ~ 


b. V\^t was the total dollar amount this operation received in 1999 

for producing commodities under contract? 

c. \Nt\aX is the operators best estimate of the total market value of the commodities 
this op^alion produced under contract in 1999? 

(This should be greafer than the amount you received 

sifKe t reflects the total value of production.) 




1^31 


d. What is the operators best estimate of the total value of all inputs and services 
provided by the owner (contractor) of the commodities this operation 
produced under contract m 1999? 



3. Total Federal and State Farm Program Payments received in 1999? 

(tncMfOa amcrycncr and duaatar paymanta, producoon liexjbiHy tranattKr paymenta {AMTAV 

)b«n PBlkwncK Mymems (LDP). ComwvMon ReMTW Pnserpffl (CRP) Wwwxn Rmww Aogrwn (WRP). 

Enwonmantai Qi/aMy Incanlna Program (EQlP). artd al otTiar Mata and ladarai larm ptograma. 

Exciuria CCC leans.) 

4. Farm Rent income and Expenses 

a. Cash Rent Received in 1 999 ' 

b. Share Rent Received 

R«pon the total value of crop or Rvestock snares received for share renang aaes to omers 

c. EXPENSES paid by this operation as a landlord on land rented to others fi 36 

(incAidt taxaa. vtaurance. ana an attiar pteduction inputs tnia aparahon paid on | 

land rar^aC to others.] ^ 


S. All Other FARM RELATED Income and Expenses 

a. Other Farm Income 

iMcAMtirM custom work, macttina hka. racraationai aarvieaa. hunane faas. Uuastoek boatomg. > 

atotmanlTaasas. rmtaral righit. and nght of ways aala of torasi products, and al other incoma '<37 

ctoaaiy raialod to this agricultura/ oparaton ) 

b. Other Farm Expenses associated with the income reported in (item a) above. 'iSB 

(Cxcruae Oparaong and capita/ aspansas aasoc^atad wuh me 

agncu/rurai production on th/s operation) 





FARM DEBT 


1. Did tMs operation owe money to any banks, co<opa, indIvMuals, 
merchants, or Federal agencies at the end of 19997 

,□ YES- [Continue] 
j □ NO - [Go to Section I. next page.] 


2. Report the total farm debt owed to each of the foilowtr>g lenders 
on uacemberSI, 1999- 

onnctpal MfKt Q9st duo nlaitt 
Ejrc/uOi fln«nce or mttr^ crwyN noT yef 9cefo»d ^ 


TOTAL AMOUNT OWED 
ON 

DECEMBER 31. IBM 
Nen« DOLLARS 


a Farm Credd System 

b, USDA Farm Service Agency (FSA) («r7c/w#e pnwous FmHA loans ) . 

c. Small Business Administration (S6A) 

d Stale and County Government Lending Agencies 

e Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) Loans 

f. Commercial Banks. Savings Banks and Residential Mortgage Lenders 

g Lite insurar>ce compar>ies 

h Implemeni dealers and Financing Corporations {indudlng trucks ana autos ) 

I. CcH)ps, Merchants and oiher Input suppliers 

]. Contradors 

k. Individuals from v4iom any lar>d was bought utxler a modgage or deed of trust . . 

l. Individuals from ^lom any land In tNs operation was bought under a land purchase contract 

m. Ary other tenders {tndudmg tnOiviauals.) 

n. Other debts such as unpaid Dills, credit cards etc 

TOTAL FARM DEBT owed by this operation on December 31 . 1999 (sum of 2a -20) 
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FARM HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS 

Report information In this Motion for the farm operator or Mnlor parlnor'a l>ou$al>old. 


1. How many parsons livod In the operator's housePoM on Dacembar 31, 1999? 
tincMoooerator tpovt» Bhaottmilw^inooef9tar'MHo(a9Ma'i 


Nofw 

a. How many were under 16 years of age? i 

2. Are iba day to day decisions for this operation made by a hired manager? 

YES ■ |SK/P to (he Conclusion on page fO.J 
jD NO- [Conf^rtue] 

3. Is this farm operation an individual or a family operation, 

^Mflnarahlp or a family corporation? 

,t] YES - \ConllnuB ] 

g O NO • (SK/P to the Conclusion on page tOJ 


OFF-FARM WORK > please answer the following for 
the operator and spouse 


a. Did the operator/spouse work off Ihs farm lor 
pay dunr^g 1999? 


OPERATOR 

im,Dye8 

jQno 

irvES. conbnuc 
IfNO. slop Vw ookimi 


SPOUSE 
|lMl DvES 
[ )□«> 

I i QnoSpoum 

I liYES conunuiF 
\ IfNOorNoSpoufe. 
iKjp vu caiumn 


b. 


c. 


rf. 


Was the operaior/spouse- 

!• Emplovcd SY wtcmtCM r«Mi OR itwcH 

2 - e«Rioyti} av A nttvATc comrmiv. Botmeu on 

•lOWOUAl J.-. 


CODE 

CODE 

S-EHOtOVeoBYTHeFBOeSALSTATlORLOCAL tflMW UOOB , 

GOVKAMteMTOR 

SCHOOl Distmct 

jieo 

I 

jisi 1 

4- Self employed operatimo anothtr famm or ranch 

5- SELF-CMPLOYEO OPEHATWQ a NON<f arm eVfWEM 

S' Other 


WEBtS 

WEEKS 

How many WEEKS did the operalor/spouse 

work off this fann tor pey in 19997 

|ie 2 

1 

|163 

Dunng Ihose weeks, how many average HOURS PER V^EK did 
(he o^alornpouse usually work off this farm for pay 

HOURS PER 

WEEK 

j,V 

HOURS PER 
WEEK 

f“ i 


5. HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

How much did parsons living In the operator’s household racaiva 
in 1999 from each of the following categorias- 


a. Wages received by household members tor work on this farm or rarKh? 

b. Wagesfromworkingon. or net Income from, another farm or ranch? 

c Nel cash income from operating any other business? 

d Other ofi larm pay before deducting taxes and withhokkngs? 

{Inciude poimmj. cmh wagat commtaoni rnMvy oar 

tn9c» oaymvnrr saHam, lot, are f .......... • 

e trtoome from diaability. military rebremenl. Social Security, unemploymenL 

Veteran's benefits, omer pubsc retirement and public asststanca programs? 

t Income from Irtterest and dividends? 

g All other sources of income? - . . . 

(ftKiuas oanony. owhmm. n»( rKonto rnm arura* ot trutn, piMOa panM/ona. 

ragutafcofinbuhonalnmpa'aonipnoitrmpinihttrKMMaaom.natranlalticomalnm 

no/yiamt omoamaa nmmM tof mmafal ‘aaaat andanvcthara a famrKomaneiiaoeinadaoovaX 


' ilTO 

1 171 
172 


174 

tT5 

'it* 
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SECTION I 


FARM HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS-conhni/ecf 


6. DM any housaholdfa^ besMas tbe operator's 
atiaro in ttiM oparatton’i net lr>come during 19997 

i6 V6S (Conrinue] 

5 O NO - |Go to Item 7.) 

a How many houseboids besides the operator's, shared in the 

net farm li^me of this operation? 

b. V^t percent of (he net income did the operator's househoid receive? 


NUMBER 


ii7e 

PERCENT 



1 


7. Report the Market Value for the foltowing non-farm ASSETS owned by the 
op^tor's houaohold on December 31, 1999- 

a. Cash checking, savings and money o^«d to the operalor 


DOLLARS 

tio 

ut 


b. IRA Keogh, 401K, and other retremern accounts 

c. Corporate stock, mutuat furMs, cash surrender value of He insurance, 

and alt other ftrrandal assets . 


d. ail other ASSETS of the farm operators household 

(esdud9lH9<ttoui/fr9poH9da»sala) 



8. Total value of all Non-farm Debt owed by the operator and mombera 
of the operators household associated with the assets reported above 




CONCLUSION 

Reported by: 


Date; 


Telephone: 


Thank you for your cooperation. Please return your completed form in the enclosed postage paid envelope. 


ormufE 


RESPONMNT 

101 

REaPONIfOOBa, 

ei6 

fLUNIT 

921 

SECO 

1200 

SECE [ SECF 

201 |202 

'enumerator I EVALUATK)N 
‘osa too 


S/EN*mr 


Aeceroma 10 trw PaperMorH Rodudion Act of 1995. no persons «e required to rBspond to ■ cuuecaon o( inMfniaiian tness it Oisptty* ■ voM OMB control 
numtM* The Ume inquired Id o » npMM tM inlornuiliu^ coOeaion a sumptad hi aweiOBe SO minulM psf iMpMWtr 







68 


APPENDIX B. 

Report Forms and Information Sheets 



1987 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE 


AORICUtTURAL ECONOMICS A LAND OWNERSHIP SURVEY (1988) B-1 
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5tCT)0t 1.1 


ofT fAwy wpwK A wpfpt^An oii 

{9^ n'ifJiTr' 


mwAXTit «f«Q crriAFiA'noiii 


1987 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE 


AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS & LAND OWNERSHIP SURVEY (1988) B-S 
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[ATTACHMENT 2] 

Agricultural Resource Management Survey Costs and Returns Report 2013 


< 9M • ARMS PhM II' CRR Vmoo inmi'ntai 


•ytm Acvumi Ejpi 



AGRiCULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT SURVEY 

COSTS AND RETURNS REPORT 

2013 


Nationai Agrfcultural 
Statistics Service 


u s OwM'InHint ril 
Rm 503u, Soutn 6tMi«ng 
1400 IntMpanOervM Av» . S M 
VVasMnoMn OC 2i3?90>2UXI 
pnon». t-a 6 S 424 -mo 
202-690-7090 
E-mail. nas^irnM ukm 


PiSB50 maka correcbons ID labet name. odOmss. ana ZiP code, ff needed 


Wo ora OdNocMna tPlormition on costs and lotums and ooeO ynur ticlp lo maka the ihibrmilton as acouiain as possdyo 
Atjintfoiy tof GoiociMyi or tnfo«matM*n oo lira Costs mxi Romms R«p^ *s Tiiia T Socttoii 2204 u' it>o U S Coda undo Tina 7 oi tiw 
U S Coda and CIRSEA (F\iN4C taw ia7-M7), lads about ycKir opatauon kapt conftdanUsI end usad only *31 staSstAM puiposac 
Rasponsa 11 veruntary vou may Mip any viuosnon^a) you praiar not 10 answar 
AcoonUng lo v>a PoporwoiK Raaudion Aa d 1995 in agancy may not cooauct or iponoor amt a parion la not raqurod to rtopand lo. a 
cotocion of t'domwUon uolai s it dwployt 1 valid 0MB centrcH nunitw Tho vaUd 0MB ooniroi numbor lor this inferrmtion coMacdon » 
bS^5-0?ifi Tlie wne raqiarad to comptota it>« irttormAtton coMaclinn s asiinjotad 10 avatage tOQ mmutos par raapartfa including lha larta for 
ravwwing HtMructtvns soarciwig aiisUig dsia souoai. gaViWHig and mainiairvng Miu data naodod. artd comptoting and mviawing Ota 

oolavSon or lokrrmaiun 


I I (IT this noerzMion •* a partrt9f<«nf pSaase idenLiry tr>e nllwr person<«t involvcid | 


Parmar 2 | 


Pfiana Niimtwr 


Pnona NurrSmr 


Partnar 4 j 


Onica Usa 


Numbar ol 
Sup plamants 


Partnot Stratum 


Scraaning | 
Bor I 

Baginning 

Tfma 

rMMrtsryi 

Total 

Points 

I R. Unit 

di06 

OOM 1 

««?» 

om 1 
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SECTION A 


LAND IN FARM / RANCH 


For 2013, pleBse repofi torm/randr land owned, rented, or used by you, your spouse. Of by (he partnership, corporadon 
or organization for which you are reporting (ktchMim at ocpiand. idhi tmna. Cons»rv^k)n Program iCRP}, postunttona 

wootfantf wsiTMeno famurvad acfnt usod for crDpitbesfocA pmrucfiM McaUMrf. end Wi othor AuMing sMu essooMM aim rrm 
oporation. arcf 


dumber ot Acres 


How many acres of (amvranoh land were rented or leased from others — 

iEteludm iantf uaod an an antmoi uni mon>t* fAL/JUj or fee per tmao Pbsm urrctor a gmttng permw } 

8 for a fixed cash rent paymenl‘7 ! 


b. for a riexlbiejent payment ftnc/utfe nyond rerKW annnguments/ 

o. for a share of the crop or Sveelocfc produchon'? (exduda hytfUt rw\iai arrangamoni 
nttaa rant patd ts tiasad on a Hted caah poymmi fAts sanm -ifiarwd pnducton.) 


How many acres of famtrrsnch tend were rented or (eased to others ? 

(Ineltida lend rented for cash ter a erwe ot crop or Aesioc* produednn. or rent See f 


4 Then the TOTAL ACRES (nthw 


RENTED LAND 

5. Inciiiding rent (or land andfor buddings, what was the total CASH RENT PAID in 2013 
by INs operation? tindude rent paid in 2015 fior pra^neus yeara and rent paid m admnob. 
Exdude Jttvage bins to be reported m SECTION I. Hem 70 Etclude grazing of M/Mtocfc ro 
be reported m Hem 6 bekm ). ■ 


Report any tarfo this operaUon used (on a per head or AUM basis) that te admtmslered 
either by: public or prrvate agertdea, industrial corporations, grazmg assodalions. or 
rented from individuals on a short term grazmg arrangement In ^13. 

a. In 2013. what were (he total fees this operation paid for the use of publicly 
owned land on an AUM basis? (fncfude paid hr pmvfefy cwned land admmisieied 
by a pubHe apency Haough efrchenpe-of-UMf ) 

b. in 2013, how much did this operation spend on pasturing or grazing of livestock on 

privately owned lend (railroads, ar>oihar famVranch. etc.) used on a fee per head 
(AUM) or gain basts? 


7 Report any crop or livestock SHARE RENT payments in 2013 

a. What was the estimaled total MARKET VALUE of your landlord's share of crop 

production from this operation m 2013?. ... 

b. What was the estimaled total MARKET VALUE of your landlord's share of itvestock 

production sold or removed from this operation in 2013? (Exctude sbarad tuestock 
production not part of a tend fontai armngettientj . .... 


What was the estimated market vakie ot (he land end buifoings on the acres rented 
or leased FROM OTHERS on December 31, 2013? 



DoNars 

I'l.aA 
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(Actbb) 


lAoesi 


lAciM) 


(Acres) 


(Acres) 


riio; 


SEED TECHNOLOGY 

3. Was any alfalfa hay, canola, oorri, cotton, sugarbeets. soybeans, or wheal harvested (IIbit) 2, colimm 2 on previous 
page) m 20(37 
UKh 

’ D Yes - Continuo No - (3o to flen> 5 


GeneOcsify 6E Bt on«y GE SIkSbO OE and non>G£ 

Report th« number srtginMred (G£) vaneltes? pono vsheSM? drotiohl lolarenl 


of ACRES for •sell n(Hblcide<lol«rer;t 
commodily only seed variabes) 


vanAbss f 
/•a GMitdfy 

OpMnW'i AOUAmnrl 
(Aoras) 


M nQn*GE 
vartetiris for 
Mentiry Pie*erve(i 
(IP) Marsels 


Whaai. all typos, tor 


Hay. dry, sitaifa end I 
allalla motturos 


4. Was any of your IdenUiy Preserved (IP) norvGE com or soybean (reported m Hem 3, column 6) production rejected due 
to preeertce of OE materiaP 
f)W _ _ 

’ Q Yes - Confrnue ^ Q No - Go to ffem 5 

Bushels 


(i) How many busliels of your IP non-GE com were rejected? . 


(II) How rnany busfiels of your IP r)on*OE soybeans were refected? 

5. Wee B decline tn the effecUvertess of gtyphosate (e.g. Roundup) in conlrolltng weeds 
on ttrls operation observed during 20137 
0103 

* D Yes - Continue * Ij No - Go to Item 6 

a On how many acres of this operation's croptertd was Ihere an obsenred decline in 
(he effecttveness of glyphosaie m 20137 


' □ Ye. 
0238 1 Q Yes 
oz® 1 □ Yee 
“““ ' □ Yes 
'QYes 
1 □ Ym 
1 □ Yee 


aQNo 
No 
SQ No 
No 

»n No 
»□ No 
-*□ No 


7 . 


3Q No 
3 [3 No 

3Q No 


Whidi of the following weed rnanegernunl practices were used on this operelion In 2013? 
8. Lise of multlpte herbicides with different modes of action? 

b. Uea of label recommended application rales al the appropriale Ume? 

c. Use of mectianicaf (e,g. Ullage) anchor norhmechanical (e g. hand weedirtg) measures? 

d. Rotation of crope? . .... 

e. Planbng of cover crops? 

f Cleaning of equipment between fields'? . 
g Mainteruince of field borders? 


Were any of these (items 6a Ihrough 6g) practices adopted in response to. 
a. Educational materials or discussions about ways to manage glyphosaie resistance? 
b A rebate defraying the cost of using an additional herbicide wHh another mode of action'? 

c. The adoption of a NRCS Conservation Activity Ptan under the Integrated Pest 
Management Herbicide Resistance Weed Cortservalion Plan*? 


iQ Yee 
<QYes 


'□Yee 


0344 

tU4S 
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SECTION C 


UVESTOCK 


Did you or anyone etse have any livesloc* or pouluy on INs operation In 2013 {fBgtvdtosi of ownoraf>^). ordto Ihis 
operation recalva any income from Iri/eslodi, pouK/y. or Mvesiock pnaducts In 20137 iinctud* yeur nandtorov srere & 
/NvsbxA/pcuittry pmm ibr othots on a contract basis Eseluda AVM/ock/paufrry pnMn or Mb/ sumaontt elsB on a cuotom or 
contractual Oasui t 
<1247 

^ D Yea - CofHinua ^ D No > Go ro Sacflon 0 

Report the total number of hveatodc, poultry, and Hvestodi products, by type For Income receivad m 2013, raporl ine 
total doUara this operation reoelsred m 2013 after subtracting marketing expenses. {Exciuda conoaci atos or ian>Meis and 
ramMonfs shan of sales m column 5 1 


(ooium f| 
MldorrarroMd 
«i 3 QT 37 


(coSrmn f] 


fccNUmn 3] 

v»ere<MiTMid b] 
ttn operation I 


iDoWats) 


Beef cows ttnetuda baaf hvibifs tfmi nsvo 
coivod £xe/uda imifots that neve nor caftrad, 
aiaats. ctifwa. and butts.; 


b. Milk oowb. mducHng any dry oowa 


texcMida any fmdars not yer freaponad ) 


(I) Milk produced in 2013 (rppnn in cwt). 


o. Other oaQie and calves iinetuda batfo/s 
(Thh bnye nor cabad.sipary. cefrea. nnd omt^ > 


fl) Ropognl2od Qdtn'lo&s on 
breeding caWa (tf loss m 
•nrtcalm an a mgabva stgn) 


ti) Non-Braecting Slock 


(1) Chicken eggs (rgpptf OT diwffsi 


q. TurKays 


Obier Poultry (InctuOa other ctaekena. duetts, 
emus, gaate italcitlatg*. osMehas plffsons. 
pheosenis. Qua/. p«sn> produas. mtc ) 


NorvBreedino Stock of other ammafs and 
other aranwl products (fncfude sbaap 
ffoau. S uieirpfoauetft»ooi monso, s goat 
mlUd, hofsas, poniM, muMa. buiriM. S 
donbays. aquacjeora baas A banay svmen 


A S8te-<J 


(I) Recxignlzed geirv'bss on sale of 
breeding stock, f/fa loss wes 
mcurracf. HrxScafa wf a /wgaNve srgnl 
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SECTION D 


SECTION E 


OTHER OPERATIONS GROWING. FEEDING, or 
RAISING LIVESTOCK FOR THIS OPERATION 

Dkl any OTHER operaiiofMs) grow. or raise livestock or poultry owned by this operation urKter a coniracl 
arrangement in 2013 (you are the contrador)? 

027* 

’ D Yes - Corrtifjoo ^ Q Wt» - Go /o Saetton E 


WhBl was (ke VAfftet was ttw I 
meikei ifsiuB sslhmied morKat | 
rf |ryp^ on hand value ral pimmnmu i 
on ooninicMe e* [(mw) pluoed , 

operaSons on unoor contrael i 

■Uni JOM'f CORING 2013'' 

(OnNami rOoUarsi j 


On Oec 31. 2013 
whai was the 
mArtMi value 
of UMoW |lype| 
ranauninQ under 
comreci? 
(OoHarBl 


Whiil SveslocS 
rv poulirv 
wwe tMtrig 
raKedorfOd 
tor mu? 


Itor tali« 

mainoemanl, aiKI 
reMnbunoifwnl 
Tnr enponses'' 
(OolldfS) 


loip (iTpei sold or 
femnvnd under 
0)« cuntrsci? 
(Douars) 


iCotto) 


[0777 


MARKETING CONTRACTS 


Old lies operation have marketing contrsds lor any commodities deMverad^' in 20137 

lA tmmottng norNrad It 9 vfftUrt or wnrren agtoomoni tBOCftod Moto narrtut ot a crop or Oeftyw ooffiinerton oT a SvesTnc* prodb 
isw «M»np » pnci> or piiang tormuiM vtii nmvKef Hu me nv/mMxtty.f 
niw . 

^ O Yes - Continuo No » Go to Secflorr F 

(tt Yos) Report the commodities delivered In 201 3 through morkeltno contr8ct(s). List the quantities marketed and 
the flnat price received, ftoctotfe orMy me Queomy owned dy tne nperason Eircrude money recarved tovn contmaon as 
mittitHnomerK for erperues freporf tore m SECTIOfV rj Excrude lendfttrtr sraimi (ropiut m SECTION Af end madceanp crmrpee 
(lopotl m SECTION I IMm 33}.} 


What quantny of mie 
commodity was ckMvsrvd 
Rirough Into eonitaci?'' 


Mhat was iwill to) the 
FINAL PRICE received 
per untl by ttM operation 
tor this cornniOfflty 
nudtafikd under in« eonlreciv 
(D^s & Ce^) 


What was tn* total ooltor 
amount recetved m 3013 
from IMS oDutract? 


term 301.17 


(Oua^l 




1476 


r/ mors epaoe it needed ptoaseuss a sctoeraw shear o/ paper. 

‘DoHvarod' induoat cunantaS to»s tor wMch parUal peymenf Mq.s made even S rml phystosAy doAvered by DecBmper 31. 3Q13. 


Pound 

CWT 

Ton 

Busneifc 


Barret 

Acre 

Animal Speco 
Kaogram. 
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PRODUCTION CONTRACTS & CUSTOM FED LIVESTOCK 


Did th« operalton have produdlon contracts for any commodiiMs it produced In 2013? 

(A pmctuctKm co/irrsor ts a veroaf or twriTen agrasmenl sstUng terms cofufflions. and tem to t» aaid Dy l/>f» cv’>lnKt:}f to Ms 
oowaflon fm ths prwAtetton of crqps. ttwsKKk. or pauni^. Th» coftrwiar asuaKy OMVW Ifw commooijrv anrl 'jrioi\ pto<naes inputs 

r— 

' Q Ye* - Conflruie * Q No - Go fo Socfwn G 


Report in the (able below the commodtUee with production contracts m 2013. Atso ItsI the quantities removed under 
these ooniracts and the final fee received I’Exciode money received to pay for proobdion sspansas Espens* 
nknUMsamonts should be repoded in S£CTtON I f 


What comrnodilies dkf 
this operaBon neve 
PRODUCTION 
conirects tor in 20137 


Commodiiy 

code 


WhatouenMy of Ohi 
commodliy was removed 
from me operation urvder 
this ooninKt'’ 

(Exciuda lamaonts Miant t 
(OuimM^ 


Whet was <w9 be) lha 
f tNAL FEE RECEIVEO par 
unit by Ihtt operation 
tor pmchicms this ccmmodiiy 
under llie contracl'T 

__ iDoiars 1 Cents) 


TOTAL FEES 
RECfIVED m 2013, 
under inw coneecr ' 


<rroni Ml 
betaw) 

lOode) 


I ware w comm o oMia sI 


CM VO 


uw 


t4vO 


ff more spece hr needed piemeuee a wpamie sheet otpapm 

hoorrm recefvwd tor oommoimm produced urNier oormoct in pruMOua ywra anouMr A« reconMO m Soaion Q. Mem fa ana lap) 


Bin 

Box 

Bale 

Carton 


ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE & DEFERRED PAYMENTS 


For eech Hem below, report tricorne received or (he amount owed to Ihe opemuon on the dates speotted 
Exclude crops In Blompe and not yet sold, rfnc/wev cmM mJm wwrliMwq ccwJnM mM* wna pmOueUon conttid tmmaviitst 


(NOTE: Crops in srorspe and not $okt Bioftho nferenea dote sttouki be roportad m SacPon J. Item 7a ) 


a. On January 1. 2013. whal was Ihe total doHar amount owed to IhHi operation for all 
commodities produced and sold (cash orconfracf; before January 1. 2013? , 


(It How much did this operation receive from Item la dunng 2013? 


b What was Ihe tottf doHar amount owed to Ihts operation on December 31. 2013, 
for all commodities produced, sold (cash or controct), delivered, or removed 
under canfrect In 3013 end earlier yeare? 
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SECTION H 


GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS & OTHER FARM RELATED INCOME 


1 . In 2013, dIO this operation receive or repay any Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) loarts? 
oseu 

' D Vee - ContintM ^ D No - Go to /fern 2 

a In 2013. how much was received tor oH i^mocHtlee placed under CCC loons? ii 4 o„e [ Ooltos 

(fncloet>tu.tfrr«n wMerpuM. tNwtey. csnole /apMoad com, ootion, ommoe. dry ixMMe peas 

RusaeO. Aonoy, lenM#, fnohatr. imsianl sasd, ools. paanuts, rica, safUonkor sasama toad, I ' " 

imaT ehtckoeaa. sctptmm. -soytwarur. sugar, sunffower rreed. end whMil.) . LJ I 

b. In 2013. what was tlw amount spent to repay all CCC loans? I 

lExctudasiomgo anO »orv(Mfea$}. . . ■ , , 'i U [ 

[NOTE : tf any of Iho crops or trVeetoc/ir products rodoanwd from tho CCC were soM in 2013. venfy Itmt those sates are 

recorded fn MorHeling Contracts (SBCTiON E. Item 2> or m Cash end Open Merkel Seles (SECTIONS B end C). 

It the recteemed crops were NOT sold m 2013. thetr value should be reporfed m 5EC770N J. Item 3a.] 

2. In 2013. did this operation receive Federal. State or local tamn program payments? 
tincludt govommvnt-pti/mentt rocefvcd tnrough a coopareuvo Exclude CCC twn poyawnrs.] 

06M 

^ Q Vas - Cortttnuu ^ D No - Go ro item 3 

Nan« | F-, 

a. In 2013, how much was received from the Direct Counler>cycliCDl Payment (DCP) N'-v*’ 

programs? tl/Ktude go/errmeni peymeriM reetwea utmugh a ooopomfWt. f . O | 


(1) 01 the total (Hern 2a) dollars, witat percent 
was Ibr DCP dfrecl payments? 

(il) Of the total (Item 2a| dollars, what percent 
was tor DCP courrter-cychcal payments? , 


b. In 2013. how much was received from the Average Crop Revenue Election (ACRE) 
programs? t/nclude government peymtws reoewed ihmugr? a ceoperettve). 

Nam ' Percent o< IWm 2b *_ 
(I) or the lolal (Item 2b) dotlars. wtial percent i 

was tor ACRE direct payments? LJ 


(II) of the total (Item 2b) dollars, what percent 
was tor ACRE reverHja payments? 


e. In 2013 liow much was received in Loan DeRciertcy Payments (LOPs), Markaimg 
Loan Cains (MLGs)7 {/netude govemmetx paweenia reoeNea through e (xyopeteuve/ 

d In 2013 how many acres were enrolled in the Con9efvalK>n Reserve Progtam (CRP). 
Conservation Reserve Enhanoemont Program (CREP), and tho Welland Reserve 
Program I WRP)? . . 

r*or« |.-~V -1 DoMar-s I _ 

(1) In 2013. What Was Ihe lolal dollor amount joTrT 

received from CRP, CREP. and WRP payments? LJ j 

e. In 2013. how many acres were enrolled In the Environmentsi Quality Inoenlives 
Program (EOlP). Conservation Security Program (CSP). and the Consenralion 
Stewardslvp Program (CSIP)? ... . 


(I) in 2013. what was the total doKar amount jorra 

reoatvvd from EQtP. CSP, and CSlP payments? LJ j 

f In 2013. how much was receivad for tor Agncullural disaster paymenls? (fnctudeak 
atieifer assMance and mersot /oms paymente. EVelutf* MtA Income Loss Conimct (tMC) 
paymenfs, Ak/otbI aop msuranat end other fndetrtnily poyrnarNs rsporfad ChUow ) 


9 


In 2013, how much was recerved lor for all other Federal. State, or local program 
payments? /include Wk tneoim Loss Contracf (MtLC) payments. loOscoo huyouf peyments. 
/rtekMtng Mmtp sum paymenre. and other Fedend. SMte or tocot prvgmme. Exclude detierei 
crop msurence payments atHiomet mdmrwy peyments. to be reported betow.t. . . 
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In 2013. wtial was the lolal Incoote reoetved by you (the opemtor} and all partners tor; 
a custom work, machine hire, end other aprtcuUurst services provided by this operation 

for farmers end others? (Exclude // Ms u s separete business.; 

b grazine of livestock? |/rrc/ude payments for /^MTOok psaured one per*hsadbe«* 

perwTtorrth bees AUU Omtt. ere ^c/irde contrao armnpements preeouaiy 'eporfodf. . , • 
c. sniee of all (oreel products? 

finctutit fV«Mood. renper. etc £ve/ud« rnapie synei and C/vumae frees I. , . . 


d. sales of farm rnachtnery and vahides? dbrnt snare o/Wyj 

e. procuede from sates of farmland and other larm real estate owned by this 

operation onty? 

(1) What was the recognized gatn/loss on the fltem 3ef sales of (armlartd and other 

farm real estate? {H a toss incairTed pmete ifttpeaM Mtrn e negedve sign; 


n 

.-D 
D 


I It) How many acres were sold? 


ttm 

1 

oa: 



, □ 
■ O 

.n 

,□ 


I Federal crop and livestock msuranoe irKtemntty payments? 

g. other crop and livestock insurance indemnity payments? 

(Esefud* ^•dsml p 0 ynktna rnportnd m Irsm 3fJ. ■ 

h. oooperaUve patronage dlviderKls and refunds? 

I. Inoome from royattiee or teases assoeialed with energy ptodudion <e.g. natural gas. 
oil. and wind turbines)? 

all other farm relaled sources of Income? pnefude: Mtormenr or puoM mbss. an#nef 
boarding, salts of fukt/ffy tftar and manure, rneoma itam rvervat/amf oaivtfBS such as 
fiynUng, fishing, founsm, ate , Slafa M to* rtArmto, to* rvtonds. reef tsfoto to* rtOsfar tor 
toad pmMrwtNon. /vtunds nf markturu MpoiMu nmeng or Imsmg of Ovastock or mach/nary 
sates of niMk-added goods such m atamaa. Oder. jams. ate. /f rtwM ere rrai pert of e 
teparato Owuntss HMiging profits and tossus aad Ha toss wts Ineufrad, pitese todteeto 
arm a nagfidva sign). . 

In 2013. did the lerqest portion of this operation's total gross value of sales come from crops 
or kvestock? (Ifiha eperahon had oo safes m 2013, choose crape if the veAte of croptorto on Me 
i^atalion exceeds the vatoo of arry •wsfoettorr die opanbon m 2013 CVhentose. choose tovstockl 


D 


Doitoit 


liSJT 

rjSJ‘T 


usyj 

OiVI 


DoUets « 


r;ii1 

u'.*.* 

r.’SJA 


i:-W 


'□ CROP 


2 □ LIVESTOCK 


OPERATING & CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 

Report total production expenses paid by this operation in 2013. itnctode enfy axpensas related to itns cywnihon Exclude 
vtpanpes NOT retatau to dm tofirvmncri esjwinsus of pertbiming custom tvork FOR oOrars. it this is a separata buskniss: and expansas 
on land tamed to alhars i 

in 2013, how much was spent for (/fern) by [eofirmn] - 

OPERATING EXPENSES in 2013 

1 seeds, dels, plants, seed deaning ar>d treatments, 
transplants, trees and nursery stock? ftoctude 
(echnotogy or aihar toes, seed treatments, and seed 
lUaareng cost Esetodt toms puiwnased for resaia 
wdhour ecMtoonto growth.; ... 

2- nutrients, fertilizer, time, and soil condiUoners? 

(fnetode cosi or euifom appMsfinn and organic merertoto 
Exclude pooinp mikes. twmetMe. and stanfzad soil.i . .... 

3, bioconiroiB end agricullural chemicats for crops. 
livestock,pouliry. and general farm use? f/netode 
tuotogical peat controls and cuatom aApScerton cotfs ) - . - 1 
6. Of the (Item 3) dollars, how much was only fat 
custom application? (incfudaeost orctmmicale 
used fy Guetem eppfieatfon.l . , . 



OPERATOfUSi and 
PARTNERS; 

LAAIOLORDlS] 

1 CONTRACTORtSV 

Men* 

(OOlM) 

OMtowi 

(Oomi 





.□ 

fISftI 

mm 

poaa 






cent 

nun 

1 


. 

.□ 

oti; 

MO 






,□ 

osie 

Mt 9 

Ofi.l 
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In 2013, how mMch was spanl for (ffem) by (coftimn] - 

Nofta 

OPeRk:rcA(S) and 
PMtTMCR(S) 

(DdUara) 

LANOLDROfS) I 

fOoksrti 1 

CONTRACTORfS) 

(OoMsi 

4 livestock purchases nf 




a. breebtog stock for beef caltle, dairy cattle 

hogs and sheep? iJ 

b. other caltle. calvea. hogs and pigs? 

[Reporf other eheep frr Hem 4tf.1. Q 

c. chickens artd turkeys? 

[fteport ducks 9nii game Ufds u> How 4t$\. , .... O 

d. other Irvestocfc orvl poulry, lr>oluillng other sheep. ^ 
lambs, bees, brooder ttsh. ftrYgertlngs, goats, etc ? . . Q 

S leastrtg of Ivestock? ftnciuth leewtg of oeea kr 

paunatioof, U 

'6. purchased feed lor Uveslock and poultry? _ 

tfncftrde pnsM. /rey. eieps frvMrdrbeOX ooncwMnirB.t, aic;. . LJ 

7. beddtrtg and Iriter fur Itvestock? . Q 

0821 


0M-! 

0624 

003.*: 

062l; 

0827 

Oi?* 


0830 


0633 

0831 

e<rj4 

CeJS 

osae 

Of;.! 7 


06» 



B. medicsi supplies, vetennary and custom services for 
iwastock? fEkcleds monum dupossr hie/ede enNfoe' 
mxrmrMNori (/UJ. OmnqSrp. Ormitny rse*. nporwnrrp. 
cmtmitm ojtMn rsed pmcesserg hormone wyeeifow 1 

p9rtDirmuK9 mttng pregnsncy (etftrrg ewinihg. tneep 
rhesnng erc.i I 


0M2 


(liu* 

9 purchases for the farm business of > 




a. all fueta, oMa and Utbrtcanis? I 

(total at Qait} woogh iafvn muM opuM mm Be; . : Q | 

(I) diesd fuel? rinehiMotoaMitr;. Q j 

(II) gasoline artd gasohof* irncMde Mnanoi Muds . Q j 

(lli)naUiralgaa?. . ..... ..D j 

(ty) LP gas ipnfitiM. buranu;? . . .... - 0 j 

(v) oMs and lubncanls? (IncM* gntaso, hyttauk; I 

iBdok. mofof oUt ttanmtssion (Ms. etc.), - -Q { 

0663 

jOMl 

CC'15 

j 

jCOUi 

0*47 



C*--' 

j 

j OnS? 

0651 

1 1 

r _ J 

HI 

1 iifil’ 1 

jOCifl j 

joisD 

(Vi) all othar fuel? 

(fncludscaatl krsl oB. ikeroearw. wood efc/ .. • ID j 

0860 

0881 

CifJ 

10. elecinaly for the form business? , , . - Q J 

0C79 

OSTI 

Ce77 

11. purchased water for InrlgBUon from off'farm auppilers? _ I 
(tncfvd* tmgattnn avasstnrnm end taas.) . . . , , , - , - UJ j 

06M 

0887 

wis 

12- all other utUitlas, such as the farm share ol telephorre 

service, wster purchased other than for trrlgaiion. and ^ 
Ihlamel access? * ^ I 




0873 

C»73 

»74 

13. (arm supplies, marketing containers, hand tools and 
farm shop power eguipiTMnI? ftoc/ude sr^wtiss fof 
esrnporwy fsncrng Exehtda aKpensos hr beMingllttlot and 
pamanoft tanctigl ... ... M 

1 

r>rw 

07, -.-j 

OTfU 

14. repairs, parts and accassortes tor motor veWdea. 

machinery and farm equipment? (Include npeirs no drymg 
equipmenr, (une^AS, overhsuis, reporrs ht Ivesfodi oQusimanr 
mMrwmem perfs 4v mocMnery iuruu. (Ttm. and croaMOdes 
-««u> at at ronOiMmt. CB's. oMfeot and hydnuiNrr c}*iirMisn( ^ 
Eeciwds vr^odon eourpmenr end pump reMra.) LJ 1 




nroB 

•’7^} 

orto 

15. mainlerurnce and repar for the upkeep of all farm 
buiMir>gs, houses other than the oper^r's. land 
Improverrwflis. arul all other farnyr8t>ch Improvements? 
dneUrde conserveMm erynoMNnenr*. cmnds. krecMrig tooit. 
ibedtors grevei, tana dramaga ttmctuiaf tbng. tnncn, attit. 
wsdr. irTr^son equpmenr and pump rspnet am facmat -- 

CvcIudSe/rynewcoAstriMiwh or remodeling.) ............ .LJ j 


j oru 

0T1t- 

Or>L 



84 


in 2013, how much was spent for (/tom) by [co/umn] - 

OFERATDRSl and 
PARTNEi^l 

LAhOLOROiSi 

CtWmACTCRfS) 

Te-1* 

(OOMfSf 

lOMMIl 

(Doani 

16 rnainienenoe and repair of (he operators house if It 
was owned by the optmUon? fOttvied by (he operation' 




• reconled m an eeset w tenn record teosi. or , 

• deeded as part of the ibrm A ...U 

om 



17 Insurance tor (tie tarm business? r/nefude a« carusty 
rnsuronee. her/ nsvranoe. and wry other ovp e* /hvsroce 
instmnct motor wnrcfe AsOliftr orat Meraet fnwfancm 
peSoas Mefude euursnce on ofmMorM dMWeng downed 
by IAS operooen Greiwde neoAh /murenc# freponed tn 

SfCrtOMt iir«m2berS6CrrONN. lhrm2»fbor>tfdrtMr 
psyroS Muieance terns ) . LJ 




072B 

ono 

1_ 

p. Q( the (hern 17) dollars how much was for 

FtMlerol crop insuranoe? Q 

onj 

om 

or.* 

IB- inturesi and tees paid on debts 




a. secured by real estate? (Include dverosr paid on 

the operator's dweiing. if owrted by tnb cperobon.1 , . , . . Q 

orss 

nm 


b not secured by real estate’’ d/tclifde Mfwoe ibfts 

on CCC toen redemoborss . . . LJ 

0T41 

aui 


19 properly (axes potd on 

a real eelate (land stkI buMdings)? (Includt rear 

ustaim rsMs or> me apsmmrs oWMcrtg « owned by _ 

riNt ape/aSori j . Q 




0144 

0T45 

1 - lii 

1 

b, Iryeslodc. rnachmery. and oltier farm production 

Items’’ ,□ 

0747 

DT4e 

i""' 

20 renting or teasing of tractore, vohioles. equipment or 
storage strudures? (Inearde mm macmmy cars tnrciu 
rrnpebon e<MPmenr end otner equimetH. ExeMb custom ^ 
rur») ... .J_j 




ri7f0 

07S1 


21 vehicle ragistrabon arM licensing fees? . . • O 

0753 

'T7S4 


22. depreciafiDn ei^wnse claimed by in« opeieUon n 2013 
lor all capital assets? (d pertr>ersiee inckjm aimwtis 
cJemred by aH parf/rers in this operation Estimate from 2012 _ 

If necessary-J . . . . . . «LJ 




oTse 



a. Of the (Item 22) doDars. how much was claimed 

for breeding Itvestocft? . . . Uj 

DTs; 



23. CASH WAGES paid to hired (arm and ranch labor? 

(Ihelude ceen wa^ mcwrtrves ar>d bonuses, payments to 
corporafe oMeers and patd lami/y memtwra. incTuOtfu ywaall 
and oftiar aperators d tAey receivwd s Mrape. Eveltrcte aapte 
perd ibr cirsfom and coruracr worS. wegea para Sv nouaawonr 

Soctet Secumy ort the owner'OMrafDr. nehrfreweiiB tbr Vnng 
erQMnsea, ampHtyaft share or Soaat SacuiSy and 
urmfnptoyfnanl tanas. hMte and sta insumrKt penaforw or ^ 
rebremenr ploos and MbrSsr 9 Comperwabon) ,|_1 




OTM 

UTM 

•jrc,.' 

24 Of Ihe (Item 23) dollars, how much salery or wage was 
paid to — 

(total ?4a I- 2<U) * 3ae *■ ^4d 24a must equer hem 23} 

a. you (Ute principal operefor)? . D 




0TS« 

OTte 

fuTM 

1 

b. your ffhe phncilbaf operator’s) spouee? r&vAn d your 
spouse e an operator. IncHida Mtmr wages here,; . U 

CI7S7 


; Tr , 

0 other members of your (fhe operator's) househotif? 

{E<ntn 0 your other housahotO mambers are opetBlora, p_, 

include tnatr wages here ) . . . Li 




Ctf74 

osrs 

1 

d. other operators fourstoe tfw oporalof 's housahokin 
fTfruse persons responsfUe htr me dey-fo-day ^ 

monapeoiHor deczewns Ibr dMS opersMoh ) . . LJ 




OTTO 

trrrt 


a. Dll other paid farm and ranch labor? . _ . O 

0774 

DTr4 

|0T73 
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In 2013, how much was spant for (/(em) by (coftimn) 


25. payroM taxes for hired tabor? //nc/utf* •mptoywr'j sitn 
of Sodol Soeuwy and unwnptojfmwrt toMW tnehdo my 
amouM tfw ihffl) paid hr fmm workers (Mr are pm of your 
ftho opmBlot'sf hauaaMd-i 


Percent 


8. What peroeni of the (llam 2S) dollars was for 

household members? . . • . [ 

26. benefits for hired labor? [incrutfe onrpkiyius iJim of twainr 
nsmnca. penXon or rouromem pMns, Wodrera CompwinWon. 
etc. Mc/utfe my omounn tho tern pmd hi Arm woraanr IMr . 
are port of |«ur flTis opantlor'a) hauoottoid } 1 


a. What peroenl of the {Item 26) dollars was (or 

household members? . 

27 contract labor? rfeeftMb e*pens«a for hiOer. auch »t 
Mrvesflhp of fM. vspeOMes. oemsc otc poihrmeO on a 
conrrarr amu Ay a eonoaefor cnw hoooi cooparauve. ofc 
Bxcludo conrmct worU tor buiktng cansinietion. ropoUt. or 
Arm improvemaraa and peymeef^ fe other operWiorHr (Mr 
Atf/wsed •vetfocK unoor conTracf POtf tfw operaaon 

28. custom work such as 

fOtttom (mmS (S eom pwArmed try rmctunoa 4 tooor huoa at 
a unff.l 

a. houUng? (incUidt at cusfsm pnin, uvastaca miat 

nurtw anaotfiorcuswnhauling). . ..... 

b. all other custom work done on this operation? 

(Aapon cujcom (VMrocA twvtcM tn Horn A) 

25. The cash vakie of alt commodities and NQN*CASH 
PAYME^^^S lor lorm work provided to; 

a. workers who were members of your (ffre oporaior'z) 
household? (ItKtodo \mtuo of a porcontoga of crcps 
ca^foi. aft EMCfudaopormorpaymmtM or Otomf. ■ i 

b. workers who were NOT members of your {the 

nparafor s) household? (lochufa toad, toe/ houang 
rnoals. menos. wAdat tor psnroMf uta. arc. ErefudS 
iNMna gardsns, urWass sxparsas were raoordoa 
prwMuusly. firc/wtfa partnar paymmK or dram t 

30. The market value of commodilies produced and used 
on this operation for home consumption? (Etcruds my 
cunmacMtoa provtoM at payrrwrf to InusartafO mempon tor 
Arm work raporfad to Nam 200 1 


a. What percent of the {Item 30) dollars was for 
livestock prut livestock products? ■ ^ 


31. professKmal or farm management services such M 
record keepmo. aocounUng, lax and business planning, 
lann product advice, conservation practices, etc.? . . 


32 general businese expenses? , 

Spacdy Gansral flmineta Eirpanses A Amounts: 


33. Merketlr^ and storage expenses inoirred by this 
operation? rlncletfs ensck>o<r coromr a woru, storogo, 
napaetim gotnng a(c Incfuda mortiaiing atpo**aas hr 
oonma cakal - . . .. . 


OPEfUacV^ and 
PAfnNERfS) 

LANDLOROCSt 

’ CONTRACTORfS) 

1 (OoSars} 

(Doiim) 

(Ooltsrsi 
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in 2013, how much was spent for (/tern) by [co/t/mn] 


LAIWLOROjSi 


CAPITAL EXPENSES in 2013 n> 

34. miprovements on land such as land praparalion. 

rrrlgalion enprovemenls, well drillng, ponds leedtots. 
trench silos, lagoons, new fences, etc.? . 

(Exc/ud* eecAHynerS ) L 

35. new construction and remodeling of dwetings (errcfiid/ng 

the operefor's dWeMing). bams. buMings. booses. 
pouAry houses, mm bams, storage fa^’Mrs. sheds. 
sMos. ate.? texetuOe wften end mmrev^nce ) , . L 

36. new oortsUtrcUon or remodeling of the operator's 

dwellir)g. if owned by the operation? [ 


Report the TOTAL NET COST (after oeoocting the vmm oi rrsde-ms rebsfea 4 mscownst nf the foUowmg ttems 
purchased in 2013 for the (ann/ranch; 


38. Trucks — (tncrud* ntn» and used Injcks (XcSups sport wMh- 
vefsams. tans, oatt^pea and tMSMr ] 


39. Tntolors - (fncfud* r»*w and used } 

40 Seif'propelled equlpmenf > (Irrctotf* tnpMTNtras ana saif-profm/ted eaufimem far eveatoch. 
datry, or poudry production Exctuda tradoraj . . . 

41. Other farm machinery, noO'Self-oropelled farm equipment, pumps, and capital equipment 
for crop or livestock production, iinctuda farm shan/ omy / 


42. Office equipment furtulure, and computers that were placed on a depreciation schedule 


43 Farmland and other farm real estate for expanding this oper^ion. 


44. Ail other capital expenditures, (tneluda ait atnac inpenMiinH tfiat ware pieced an a 
dop'eeiaHon schedule t . . 


45. What other expenses did this operation Itave in 2013 
that have not been recorded? Onciuda poavig sok.; , 
Specify Qltiar Expanses 4 Amounts 


OPERATORS) and 
PARTNER) 
(Dollaisi 

LAMXORtkSi 

COJTRACTORtSr 

tf IDoNbIsi 

CUU3 


otor 
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FARM ASSETS 

1. What was Iha MARKET VALUE of (ho k>lk)wfng asaela OWNED by this opefallofi on Decontbor 31. 2013: 
(Inciutt* owmtf mssk on rwirotf Aand f 


(arm operator's dwoUng 17 owned by the operation? (Ownoo by ih» optmtion mtmm 

ttm nouse IV feoMAKf as 8fi aitxM in tann rHcorcf &no*.s or rtnodatt as peri at ftte farm ) . . . 

bM Other dwaHings? ... . . 

aH other farm buMdings and structures? ilnefudeoernc. onbs. gran mas gnotnousas. 
MM stMtga sfma. ttc.f 


--D 

-D 

.□ 

d orchard trees and vinos, nursery trees, artd trees grown for woody crops? . .Q 

e rar>d? rlndwde land ranlad la oOma ExeMa houses, M/MSngs. ofcAarO rwisr end vines and ^ 

frees grown hr woody cnpa.) ... . . . . Lj 

2. What was the ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE of the Mowfnn on Deoember 31. 2013: 

a trucks and cars owned by the operation? fMe/utfe form sAwv orMyi : O 

b. tractone, machinery, toots, equipment erM knpterTMnte owned by the operation? ..D 

c. slock at farm cooporairves end (he Farm Credit System? • d 


For each rfem below, report (he AMRKE7 VALUER) of ifw 
assets owned by the operation on the dales spacmd. 

3. What was the ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE lor the (arm 

share of (ifem] on — 

a. crops owned and stored on or off (Ms operation? (focfetfe crops 
srored a) coqp or gh warehouse, spedetty crops. Mm siumge hey. 

Silage, and nursery and greemouae prooucai not a> the ground 
EvcIMM coipi under CCC ktens ) ... 

b. breeding Irveslock owned by artd located on or oR Ihia operaUon? 
(/ncfude aguscuiurv bee*. caMe. equmi. hogs, tane, pouAry ^sAasp. 
etc., kfpf hr br eedi n g purposes Esehide Syestoe* being pnjducno under 
coMrad on anorner operator? freporfed M SecAon F|i 

e. non-breeding livestock owned by and located on or off this 

operation? ifhcfude OQuacuAure. beM, eafbe vqurrw. (wpr. rram. poukry. 
sheep etc., kept nor nanPreeang purposes. Esdude uveatock bing 
proilUeed under conUad on enorrier o^raton (repodwd hi Section F> J 


d. 


t iroductlon inputs owned by this operation, such as proceseed 
eed. fartMizer. cherrucsis, fueie parts, purchased seed and other 
MjppHes? 


production inputs already ueed by IhM operation for cover crops 
or crops ptanted but not yet mature for harvest {also known as 
sunk oosrs). or the value of inputs used for production coniracls 
that have yei to be delivered? 


.□ 


gigbaili^ of Year 

Er»d of Year 

JAH. 1, 3013? 
[OeUan] 

DEC 31, 20137 
tOoSMt) 


: 



' uc^'J 

'jM 


Off re 



oere 

<:.^n 


oaan 

out 



LIQUID ASSETS 
4 


Whai was the ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE of all other farm assets net prevloualy 
listed on Decembet 31. 2013? ((rrcfud# morwy owed ro Kns opereton (wroepr money owed 
Horn commodiiy ntoi catA ceWScsru of d^ronr savings and checking oceoums. hedging 
ecceunl belance e . govetnrmnl peytnems due. insurance Andamriffy peymenn due bnitmca of tend 
conrrscr sekn. end eny oftor term asMdr not lepomtd mirtm EsefUtfe eny peMurtM dsM owod to 
the vparafettsi ) . 


□ 


DEC. 31. 3013 
(Ooaerei 
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FARM DEBT 


Was (tobi used in furxSng the operation of tha fsrm/rsnch m 2013, induding any loans obtained in earlier years? 

{tnctud* Mssoner pnouctton amt otnar tosns watt amt rtfWtt OunnQ 2013) 

loeo 

' Q Yes - Continue ^ O No • Go (o Sedioti L 


What was the lolat amount of all Farm business l08r^s taken out and fully repaid in 2013? 
(incftida saasonai ptoduaton and (Khar loatta ) 


To esHmate the Finandel position ol Farms correctly and their abiMy to sarvtce debt and to categorize debt by types, we 
need to list loens this operation had on December 31. 2013. induding any Ine of credit, (fnclude lamimncit loans daot on 
Iha operefor's house If owned by the opweMni end /nulU;eurpose loans uaad fot bot/t (amt and non-Wm purpoaas. Exclude CCC 
commodOy loans and any hans used todusty^ lor non-tami purpaaaa ) 


Whslis 
me onginei 
lurm or 
me loan? 


■he mleteit 
rate on 

Dec3t. 2013? 


eapenditurm. 
iX i>di«r 


iCoe») 


/f wore apece « needed, p/onsa use a saparato sneer of paper 

I CerwNr Coeeer C el w ii i i?) 


tf you had farm loans in addition to the five reported in Item 3. what Is the total amount 
of debt from these loans owed on December 31 . 201 3? (Ineluda tarmimnctt loans and dabi on 
the operaAv's house ffats omad by tha apamion Exeluda any loans excAuuveiy ibr norr-ibrm purposes 
rhAi am secured by assers of me Ai^mnc/L I 


How rTKich of Ihe total debt owed on December 31, 2013 treportecffn irams3and 4 abovo), 
was for the operator's dweMng? (Ifiha opewrorx dweMmg le owned by me aoefaflon dew sftiiuitf 0# 
indudod hete end abova Exctuda operator's dMwiXrN) If not owned by Ihe oporadon J 
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SECTION L 


FARM MANAGEMENT and USE OF TIME 


1 In 201 3, how many ouvners of Ihls oparabon were (here? /Errc/utf* MnoMrtfs. conractors 
•TKf wuMuMons hofolirHr *Nm iMH Incite!* ywrwff H you fMvs on omvotzt*(t Mlwetf \ 

a. lAThal percent of the ownership interest did you (the operator) and your household hold? 
r&rclud* nMaSVw nor ivwip In your houn/ioM) . . 

2. In 2013, what was Ihii operation's status tor tax purposes? 
t340 

^ O family or individuat operation r£ve/wtfa fMKtimatttpa and coo)<»Br<an.r j 
^ Q LdOdl partnership operation flncArd* lamuy tfrtwntttu I 

e li thii partrvHshlp registerad under Stale law? 


b. How many partners are dierv In Hits operallon? 
*D C-Corporation 
S^kirporailon 

^ n other itnehithf mtstw (rutfs. cnoMmWvwr. gmerfp enecioaws. slcl 




iQYes »QNo 


Was this operation organized as a Limited LlaPIHly Company (LLC) under Stale low? . * O ^ Q No 

In 2013. did any households, other than your (the principal operator s) Itousehold. share In Ihe net farm Income of this 
business? (Snamg can occur by recehinp a often of pnfilvfossot or. ft tncetporemi. nceiving o or pomte dfndenda.) 

I27S 

’ Q Yes - ConWnue * Q No > Go ro «nm 6 


Numoor 


a. How marty other households shared In Ihe net moome of the (arm business? . 

Is this operation either a C-Corporation or an LLC that choee to Hie as e C>Corporailan in 2013? 

' O Yes - Go to llwn 6a * □ No - Go fo Horn 5b 

a. How much did you (the pnnolpol operator) and your household reoerve irt corporate 
dividerals from this farming operation kl 2013?/rfyturaper8fion a an Lie that stociedro 
IPs tor tan purpows as a C-Corpofalion. avuldSr Mu as tncama hen.} {AAik^ answering ship 
Mem 66 and precawd M mm 6.| 

b. What percent of net Income (whether profit or loss) were you (the operator) and your 

household entMled to receive from thle farming operation In 2013? (d your openawn m 
an LLC that sfected to report mcome Ibr tax purposM as a pasxnrougr}, otmaMMr um as 
income hare 

In 2013, how many operators (Indlvlduela) were invoked In the day-to^lay decisions 
tor this operation? (Entar irw numtiw ot operalna. incSidins the operator named on the 
Mom of this form ana lamdy members H they an also opaoMors. EMclude Muni/y memOMi 
unless they make dsy-Avdiy oeastona for the openiton Escrutfa hma womem unisss tney 
are a hma manager.). . . . 




7. Did you (the pnndpal operalorl have a spouse el any point dunng 20137 
i9as 

^ Q Yes - ContirtoB * Q No - Go lo Kern 9 

8. Did your spouse make doy*(o-day deosiorts for this ferrrVrandi at any point during 20137 
[ff yes. the ortholfiat operator's spouse ahaukf be ImMed fn Item 6 above ] 


invM 3^^ 
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Answer (he following questiom (or up lo three primary operalore of (his operation as of December 31, 2013 
(it one of Om opemiors iS fhs pnnopai aparotor's spouse snd mekas obiMcMte/ tiaosions tacani /earner fnfcnnMon under 
operWf 1} _ _ 


Principat Operator 


Operator 2 


b. Sex of opemlor 

c Whal W84 (he Operators 
age on Oecernber 31. 

2013 ? 

d In whet year did the 
operator begin lo operate 
ANY farm? 


USE OP TIME -> Por ffems lO’lT, please arrawer for each of the three^onth periods during 2013. 

to. On average for each of the three-month periods during 2013, how many paid and unpaid hours per week of work and 
rner>agenKinl lime did — 


0 . you (the prtnapal operator; 


(l> work tor this farm/ranch without paying 
yourself a wage or salary?. . 

Ill) work tor this famyranch tor a wpge or 
salary? 

(HI) operate another business oRwr than Ihia 
famvranch? deeftide opemcmg arwtfwr 
tormfranctt Exluda e o nm nu tag dma l . 

(fy) work at other employmenl off this 
farrrVranch? lExctutfe commuling weA.H 


(V) spend olherwisp? . 

TOTAL Hems I0e(i) miou(Rr tOafv) srioukt total tea 
nouis fat Moh tom month penod 


b. your spouse (the pnnapal operator si 


(I) work tor this farm/ranch without betng 
paid a wage or salary? 
on work for this farm/mnch fora wage or 
salary? 

(Hi) cperale anolher busirtess other than this 
farm/ranch? dnctud* gponranp onathar 
^imlranch EMturia cammlttag Uma I 
(tv) work at other emptoyment off this 

farrrvranch? t&ciudecummuungttoitf.; . 


(V) spend otherwise? 

TOTAL > Items 10b(i) through tObfV) shoukl to» lOe 
rKWts ke eecTt tome month penod 


Jan -lAu 

Hours iW«eK 

Aprs- Jurte 
Hours ! M«eK 

hih Saoi 
Hbtn WeHi 

Oct- Dec 

Hours t Week 

oseo 




use* 

om 

•i&ee 

Dwr 


Jan - Met 

Hours r V/aok 

AprH • June 
Hours > Week 

July - Supl 
ktoun Week 

Dd- Dec 

Hours i WeMc 

MM 

i-Url 

o«? 

Msa 

04M 

MM 

Mse 

Mer 
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1 1 . On average, for eacfi of lha Ihreo^nonlh periods durtrig 2013. how inany hours per week of work arwl management 
time dkl ~ 


a. Other members of your (the operator’s) 

household, artd all other operators 
(excluding Ihe pnncMpai operator end 
tpouae) work on Ms farmrrarKh without 
fBceMr>g a waga or salary? i 

b. Olher members of your (Ihe operator's) 
household, artd all ottter operators 
(ecdudmg Ihe pnnopal operator end 
spouse) work on Ihli farm/ranch for 

a wage or salary? .... 


12 On average, for each ol the ttiree*monlh penods during 2013 how many hours per week did al other noi previouiily 
reported faimfraneh labor work — 


a wlUioul recetving a wage or salary^ 
(Bxthida custom hm end eomma Mbor.) 
b for a wage or salary? 


INTERNET USE 

13 Did you use the mtemel in the (arm business m 2013? 

1233 ^ 

' □ Yes - ConWma ^ Q No > Go fo /fern M 

a. Which one of Ihe fokowirtg was the primary type of itilemet oonnedion you used In 20137 
^ D DiaUip * Q Wrrelesa 

DSL sDSaletlile 

“□Cbl. *□ CHdst 


14 Did you use a smart phone (Blackberry. tPlKme, etc.) in 20137 
laas 

' Q Vee - Conltouo *0 No ^ Go to ttm 


15. TMnkina of aH the lime you spent using a smart phone for your farm busme&s in 2013. 
whai peroeni did you spend on: 

a. Gathering farrn>rBi8led Infonnallon, such as crop leporis or USOA progmrn and 
application infbrmsUon? 


b Buying or salkng farm goods, oormnodtbes. products, or servicas? 

c. CommunicaQng with farm business assodales such os (arm owners, farm managers, 
bustottss partners. cooperatNe assoctatloru. other farmers, bankers, brokers, etc.? 


16. Did you use GPS In your orvtarm production actrvlties in 20137, 


Jen Mar 
j Hours iWMk 

April June 
Hours /Weak 

July - Seal 
HewsrWtek 

Oct -Dec 
Hows I Week 



u. 

iVi*.' 


,, 

.... 

-fj 


Jsn - Ma« 
Hours t Weel 

A|xll • June 
Houra r Week 

Jury -Sept 
Hows/ Week 

Ocl-Der 

HDurslWatoE 

[T 
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t7 During 2013. did you produce, raise, or grow any comrrwdniefl for miman consumolion (Pal Hit* 

opetailion sold directly to: 

a IndivtduAl cortsumers? /foefod* «eiM tfvm nnHistdt ttmtUs. fttmioft imfhtiia. picA ywt 
<mt door ro door. Communiw Sopporrod AgntMiturt (CSAt) fveludo noo^KMaie products 
sticrt as Crmjtmas frOM and rkw» aa/f Sams, and procsssed pmducts such sr /auss I 

saungos. end rmnuJ . . 

b. Retail outlets and regional dtstributore (hat sold directly to Individual oonsumere? ,,i 

(loctua* rtstmtrmnts And focal tiiod aggrngmfm.) 

c. Institutions such as schools and hospitals that provide dmmg servtoes to oonsurrtere? 


(If you answered YES to 17a. 17b, or 17e, continue; otherwise go to Item 20.} 

16. In 2013. how much was reoetved for the cash maricat. open rruwfcet. or 
marketing contract sales of fcolumn) sold' (Excfode cu rr mMl H f /wndat^o 
under ptoiktetfon eonkaela.} 

a. directly to consumers al tannere markets? ... 

b. directly to oorwumers trom orMarm stores, unpick, road-side 
stands. CSA s? 


llvaSIOck PrtiduLiik sM I 
LwesiKK ContniodMM * 
Ooiwn I 


c. to a local retail outlet such as a restaurant or grocery store? 


d. to a regional disinbuior such as a food hub? 


e. to a local InsbUilional outlet such as a school or hospitar/ 


19 Dunng 2013 did you produce, raise, or grow any commodtoes for human consumption under 
8 production contract for a local retail outlet or a local Institution? rfncfutfe fesreuarirs 
yrocery stores, schools, hospMaU. etoj. .. *0?’®® 

20. During 2013 did you produce, raise, or grow any commodities NOT USED FOR HUMAN CONSUMPTION ihal 
this operation sold dkedty lo indMdual consumers, or retail outlets and regiormi diBtrlbutors Ihal sold daectly to 
individual consumers? (tncludo hoy. nursery oorrmocMeis. cnnsrmes trees, norses. etc.) 
lies 

J Q Yes - Condnoe No -Go (o /tem 22 i 


21 Whal was (he gross value reoetved tor the (item 20) nontood direct sales In 20137 


22 Do you (the principal operator) plan to retire from farm work within the rtext S years? 
•171 ^ ^ 


^ Q Yes - ConWnue No -Go to ffem 25 

’ Q Yes - Corrbrtue ^ Q No - Confinue 
^ Q Yes - Cowtiue Mo -Continue 


b a fomtiy member? 


c. currently involved in (he farming operalioo? 

2S Whtch one of (he foHowrng best describes what you ptar on doirrg with your (arm operation attar you rente? 
1176 

’ U ^ fdiht or ratrchland to aomeone alee 
^ O Sell the farm operation inducing th« farm or ranchtand 

^ Q Turn managerrienl and operation of the farm over to someone else but retain some owhorship 
'□ Ol(»r-St»e»y,| OHIC. U.. Only I ' 
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SECTION M 


FARM OPERATOR & HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS 

INOT& PlaoM answer (he totonMng i)uBslMnB tor vuiraelt (Ihe pnneipal opemtor) and your ^>oufie I ycM reportod one to Section U tiam 7. 


1 . Are you and your spouse of Spanish. Htspanic. or 
Latino origin or bcr^round. such as Mexican. Cuban, 
or Puerio Rican, regardless of race? 


2. What n your and your spouse's race? 


3, Whal Is the highesi level of fomuii educaiton you and 
your spouse have achieved? . 


4 At which occupetlori did you and your spousA spend 
the ma^ly (50 percent or more) of your woik time 
In 20137 


5 Do you phe pnnctpei oporator) now consider yourself 
10 be retired from farmtnorranchlnQ ? . . 


Principal Operator 

Spouse 

1210 Spanish. HIspank:. 
or Latino origin 

IQym ^Dno 

1220 Spanish. HIspanle. 
or Laimo origin 

<□ Vw 3Q No 

Mark ona or more 

Q Black or Alhcaii 
Arrwricsn 

Q Ainsrioen Indian 
or AHaska Native 
Spedly tobe 

Mark one or more 

□ Whrto 

Q Black or Alhcan 
/Smerican 

□ Amerioan hdlan 
or AMia NaOve. 
Spi^ ktoe 

1 


tyiS r-t 

LJ Asian 

1221 Q Noilve Hawman 
or Other Poollc 
Ntonder 

OA5W 

1222 Q Nattvf Kawakan 
or Other Pacdc 
Islander 

WerS on# answer only. 

1257 

1 □ Less toan high 
sctoooi dedoma 

3 Q High school 

sQ some ooHege 

(Aiciude aseoaeres 
degree; 

*1^ A-year colegs 
grMluale and 
beyond 

Mark one answer only, 

1 □ Lees than high 

school d|>lome 

2 ^ High sdunl 

aQ Some eoUege 

(McArde asaociaree 
degree; 

* O ^'y**7 cosege 
graduale and 
beyond 

Merk Ofw answer only. 

' (_J Farm or landi worii. 

2 r~| Wart (ithw (hen 
' iarwng»aneMno 

^r~I CUneitor nelin the 
pad MsndaraM 

Msrk OM answer only. 

130e 

Ferm or ranch work, 

2 Work other Ihen 

Iwrtwr^endilno 

S n Correndy nol m Ihe 

pad wortfaTRS 

Vee 2Q No 



6. How many persons lived n the principel operator's household on December 31 , 2013? 
Itnctuda operafor. ipoeie. cnMen end ornsrs Svfrtg m th* ope/efort nousenoNt). 


In 2013, was more than SOU of the ownership inieresl In this operation held by you ffhe prmcipef operefor) and/or 
persona releted to you by btood, marriage, or adoption, including relatives not resWmg In your household? 
infBrur a dsinad es fteytng tMwwrshto nf ef toaU somm a/ ttm li*m buamoaa asaafg Porenusl owrma Muita VKlwdiae, partners 
corponCs sneraholders Tin rnenMiers 0 / e Ltmttott Uecwny Company APenMor (wners 00 NOT INCLUOB tanPonUe eontmctOfa, 
end toruers.; 

' D Ye* - Conttmie » ^ No • Go fo Secbon O 


I .'OX 

omce Use Only 





94 


22 



SjQjkl operator household - INCOME, ASSETS, & DEBT 

Which valu« code horn the Hst bekm repreeente Ihe total income the household, the pnncipat operalor. and spoils*^ 
feoewed tf> 2013 from - (Esetud* farm maime repoftetf eytar ; 


10TAL 


HOUSCHOLD 

fNCOME 


INCOME 


tVatUe Codei 


all off-tarm wages, salaries, and Ups before taxes and 
withhoMmgs? ^ ^ ^ 


b. net cash Income from operaur)g another farm or lan^ 
(net of (tepre<Mtion)7 (if a toss was rncurred ptoase toelcare 


d net cash income from rentirtg farmland lo others, excluding land rented to others from ^ 
operation? (Includa rental of ttanatand that Is not part of (hts operation, wtitoh may toctodS whoh 
Hams or rancfm ownad Uy housaMd mombats as waK as smaMar pattais of fond fnc/tide cash or 
share-raniw moonse. If a toss was kKunad. phesa indtcafa wdh awegadye algn.j - . . . 


e. Interest income?. 


f. dividend income? 


0 total proceeds from the sale of farm arid norvfarm capital assets? iinciuda operator housafsM's 

sftam onfyl . - . 

0) recognized galrsiloss on the sale of capital assets reported above? {hem 1g} (it a kiss was 
wcumd. piaasB mduata with a /Mgatfva sig/^ . 


h- Mvcome from pnvate pensions arrd priyate dlsabHliy payments? . 


I. income from public sources? (Inefuda Soaal Sacuity. mMtary and oarer puti#c rscuemeni veteran’s 


other off'farm sources of irtoorrte? 


poller tUoee 

s to OOP rt.sau 

SteoOD- 

«Qoo-9<oeit 

sas.floo- /oadp 

S»U)0 ■ 
Mourn -4v<ev 
S6o.ooo-4a9au 
w.uQQ rs<ies 


Poltorftawflv 
St,000,00o- r.tag.sw 
fr.aQOooi)- (sarsan 
SiMOaCX>-i9999m 
U.C 0 l>D 0 n- 4 090400 
ssoou.ood- reaovM 
Sr.6(«000-«9WM9 
$fiA.0UU.Wtoa)i4krrvr 


$ROOOO Ol'SCi^ 
StOO 000-124 Oft) 
$125000 - 149.900 

^tsn.ooo - loe.m 
tMxoni • 7r4.O0>;r 
S2/&.0CRI' MO.09O 
esOAlO > 400.099 
SeOOAlU 749,099 
fr50AW-«9eK 


HOUSEHOLD SPENDING • fPtaese see VALVe COOES aoovaf 

2 Which value code from the list ab<;ve represents how much this household spent tn 2013 Oh • 

a. food, induding food away from home? 

b. rent payments for principal operalor’s dweXing. if not owned by Ihe household (item 3e. on nexf page) 
or farm business rsection j. iiam re has a lara veto#;? 


c. utilities and household supplies? 


d. non-farm bansportaUoii for the. 

(I) renting or teaslrig of vehictes for household use. public transportation expenses, etc.?. 
(U) fuel, maintenance and repairs, vehide Insurance parking and license tees for non>farm 
share of vehicles? 
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HOUSEHOLD SPENDING - (f>t*a$9 jm VALUE COOES Oft page 22.) 


a. r^lth and roeCicat axpenaes' 

Value Code 

(1) hoaXh and/or (ietilal insurance coets? /'costs net cevarad by the tarm operaoon or an 
olf-b>nn antploybr). . . . 


(11) out of pocket expenses for heellh and raedkal needs'^ 

(Inektda co-poymafts. co-tnaumnc* owtuctMJas. etc,/. • . . . • . 


r conftfttulione lo personal insurance Ondutttng Htv. dttabmy. ano tMMy fteuniricf M not 
ncMbng ftsafft. ftomeennsr or leMoe imumnco) and reUrement plans Including pensions 
and Social Security?. ... 



g coniributions lo indivtduAls outside of the household, mduding alimony, chid support, 
gins (not indudttig tequesie) and chanlable contrtbuiionB? . . , . 


h. mortgage Interest for operaloni who live m a dwelling owned by Ihe household and nol 
ihe operation? tExcludt any parts of /ftongagepOftoipBl.) . 


I, property (axea for operalofs who live in a dwelteng owned by the liouiehotd and not the 
nperalksn? 


) al other temly living experrses. such as non«fBrni household in8urBr¥:e peyments 


clothing and personal care products and sarvices: house furnishings and equipment, 
education and child (or artult) care, entertainmeni (hobbtorr. nrcYeef/on. and vacahons)? 

■lib 

OFF-FARM ASSETS • fPisace see VALUE COOES on page 22 i 

3 Which value code on oaoa 22 raoresents lha total value of each of the followtno ceteoortes of off-farm assets 
owned by the operator and members of the operator's household on December 31. 2013, for> (Exeiuae asaais 
or rftu upamftm mportMf m Section J) 

mafkat accounts, cenrfteares of deposir savings bonOs gowrwnant socuriOes. oulsfanding persona/ 
tuans due (o the operator or ftouseftoM, corporate staek. mutua/fUnos, essft sunendet vok/e ofiAr 

Iftsuranoe, etbar ffnonetaf assets. Exclude a/Hbrm busaness-taiaied assets.). ... 

value CoOl! 

Ai'ii 

b reUrement accounts*^ f40fA AOSb. ira, Keogh refitoweni accounts) 


e. operator’s dwelling, if not owned by the operation? (not repodaa tn Secuin J. 9am tat. . . 

j,... 

d. real estate and other personal (seoond) homes? 

/other Cirnu reMenftar renM, caommorcia/. anO oftier rMT stAUei. 


e. bufitness not part of this ^rm? , . 

t'Vf. 

f. all household vehicies? {Indodlng noussnokf sftera of vahMas partly owned by lha operaMni 

OjC- 

g. other assets nol reported elsewhere’/ 


OFF-FARM DEBT > (Pleasa see VALUE COOEScv* page 22) 

4 Whtoh value code reoresenls Ihe total value of each of the loilowina caleoorlefi of oiT-farm debt Idabt not associated 
with Ihts operation) owed by the opereior and marvbata of the operator's household on December 3t. 2013, for- 
Onetuda nttJann data secured wdfi (arm esaats Eacluda enx debt - househoM debt. veM cant*, etc - repoded m Sachon K. 

Farm DablJ 

(NOTE: if moffgage dabf or lha operafor dwafitng was rapo/tod eadler in Secdon K. Item 6. than skip Ham 4a and conttnua wHh 4b 
tf mortgage debt on the operator dweShg was NOT reported In Secdon K. Ham B, than oonOnue with Ham 4a ] 


value Coda 

a. mortgages on operator's dwefltrig, F not owned by Ihe operation? 

llncHide home mortgages, home equity hens, and Hoes of aedtt secured by (A* opemtors dweamg.}. 

;■ in-- 

b. mortgages on other rest estole and other personal (second) homes? (Inehide mortgages, 
equity toani end ttnet of credV Moured by oCfter real ojesfe Imduding offiar ibrnis reedsr^ 
rerasl. aammarani attd ortm tea! estate}. . ... . .. 


'r„, 1 

c. lotms an businesses that are nol a part of this farm operaiian? 
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OFF'FARM DEBT - (Pkosg s— VALUE COOES <in pAfiQ 2a 1 


d . perBonal loans? ijndudt umM card*, awro ^cwM)j| iirs )»0 ani*a nod ttmticAi am 


a. Bll other off-farm dabt CNvad by the operator or household? 

Which value code ort pape 22 reprsBenia the amount of ofl-form debt owed by the operatcx 
or household members that wea secured by farm assets? 


2012 INCOME & EXPENSES 


Which value code on page 22 represents the total lurm sales last year 12012)7 fToief Men 
wVM mokNiM iwoatocK and crop tnooim Aoni ceah ana mmvifng oontma ssIm. /ms reos/teo ftom 
Ak-eMncTr and aop pnMUcSon oonfmcts. (he nel rJtooge tn CCC ioans and pove/n/nent payngnis f 


Which value code on page 22 represents Ihe net operaltng mcome for Ihe operation m the 
previous year (2012)*^ (a»n meome Aom eJi tarm murcas /ntnua pmiucoon costs and dapiaaeoan 
d rreguNve rwt opevaong mcomepiiMM indfeata wdh a Mpatfy* tign baton (hs veiUti coctol . 


WhUdi value code on page 22 represents Ihe total off-farm income m Ihe previous year 
(2012)7 (wopM. so<arws. bps inlonal. dhddands. aTherpuMG miwcss etc baton Ians, maoma Inim 
opnndpig ondhar tami. mcome from opandmg atry erher batimss, M nsgsThw oAfrrrrrt meonif . ps»<if» 
irKNcate titthe negedvf s^PsMrs Ihe veJue code)- . . . . . .. 


CONCLUSION 


t To receive the complele results of this survey on the relesse dale, go lo 
www.u8CLa.QOvrrasulte<. 


Would you rather hnve a bnef summary rramed to you at a later date? 


tThank You for Your Participation) 


2 tn case we hove QuesUons, please provide your conlaci informallon 


OuMIcetien 


Response 


Respondent 


Adju^r^ 


3-lnsc 


9-OltWr 


j oeiM Um on* 

End«ig Tim* 

(UOary) ; 

TioM assign 

in Hours ' Cod* 


._r'' 
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Submitted Form by Hon. Rodney Davis, a Representative in Congress from 

Illinois 

2014 TENURE, ownership, AND TRANSITION OF AGRICULTURAL LAND (TOTAL) 



21814017 


II 
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21614025 


SECTION i 


LAND IN FARM / RANCH 


For 2014. ptease report !arm/ranch land owned, rented, or used by you, your spouee, or by Ibe partnership, corporation 
or oroonlzabon for which you ere reporting (inckta* ai emptana. tdia laitti. Consarvotton ftinarvm Pmgr^ iCRPf. pMtumittna. 
WQotaand tvasiaiana tamatpao. acrax uuid tor cropi’tfMstocA pfoaoctton taciUt/t. end ah attar ouikimg ala* essooMM nan tnis 
oparatlan. eic; 

ACRES OPERATED rfamtisf ol Acre 

1 How many acres oT (armrrartch l8r>d were owned ? vns> O 

2 How many acres of farnVranch land were renled or teased from others — 

(ExctuPa attd utad on an ortimal utn inonin iaOU) or tee per bead basis under 

a graang pernW./ 

a. for a Fixed cash rent payment? oozi □ 

b for 0 ftexibte rent payment? dnctuda nyond tantal mrwygamantst. . . wxi D + 

c. tor a share of the crop or fivestocfc production? lExcftide hvOrfd renal . 

wrangement wrteM rsfW pwd t« tasstf on 0 Used cash peymtnr ptes some 
stwad produahti} vou □ 


How many acres of famVranch land were rented or teased to others? 
ilncMa land rented for cssn. ter a itextefe rent, tor a sttara of enp or fvesmh 
pntduotton or rent Itee f . . 


4. Then the TOTAL ACRES tn thrs operation in 2014 were: 

fToter/larns 1 ♦ 20 « 2e * Sr « 2;. noSB ^ 

5. Consktofed cropland in 20147 (fnetedsterKt in govemmant progremt. MnHmbenytnunaiy 

acres, and tend ptomed to tidy, fncluafng Med hoy. Excluda CRP acres planted to Haas,}. . . ooes O 

RENTED LAND 

6. Including rent for land andtor buildings, what was the total CASH RENT PAID 

in 2014 by this operation? (IrKtirde rent paid m 2014 tbrpretMosyeara and rent paid None 

/n aoVance Ejrelude storage bin*, le Pe reported iln SEC7TON t. Item 20. Exchtda grazing 
of tr^todr. to Pa retorted m Item 7 below.) . ... com D 

7. Report any land this operation used (on a per head or AUM baslel that is administered 
either by pubfio or pnvate agencies, tndustrial corporations, grazing assodaliona. or 
rented from individuals on a short term grazing arrangement m 2014. 

a. In 2014, what were the total fees this operalioo paid for the use of publicly 
owned land on an AUM basts? (inctada tees pma lor pmetety owned land 

atfiNrusfenKr by a pubhc agemy tfirougfi e»chongo-af-<*aa ) . ... ... QMS Q 

b In 20 14, how much did this operation spend on pasturing or grazing of fiveslock 
on privately owned land (radroada, another farm/ranch, etc) used on e fee per 
head (AUM) or gain baste?. . . . oms O 

6. Report any crop or livestock SHARE RENT payments In 2014. 

a What was the estimated total MARKET VALUE of your tenrAird's share 

of crop production from this operation m 20147 . . otw □ 

b. What was the estimalod total MARKET VALUE of your landlord's share 
of livestock production sold or removed from this operation in 2014? 

(Excluda sharad Hrestock pnducnon na pen of a land rental aimngentert.) .. ozre O 

9. What was the estimated market value of the land artd buWdinge on the acres 

rented or leased FROM OTHERS on December 31. 2014? case D 


10. How many different landlords did this operabon rent land from In 20 14?. . 
a. Of the total terxllords reported in Item 10. how many operated a farm or 
ranch in 2014? . . ... 
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1 1 . Including reni for land and/or buiktings. whal was Ihe total CASH RENT RECEIVED 

in 2014 for acres rented TO OTHERS by this operation? iineiua* rpnr twcrnma ui ?014 Ncrx 

for pnvtouM /cars, renr received M advance, and povemmenr pa/manrs reeeevd Man rPosa 

Bc/M Exchtd* g/Bimg of Aasroc* to bo reported m SECTION H Itom 6b.} oos 2 O 

12 Pot acres SHARE<RENTED to others, what was the total value of crop or hvestoef^ 
shares received in 2014 by this operation? (toefudo rerrr /•cenwd tn 2014 frvm prevfouy 

roam and gosmtunori carnrrxxMy paynionis received rrom i/rose oao* I ikMc lJ 

13 Did this operation RENT or LEASE LAND TO OTHERS for egrirulturiU purposes in 20147 

OH* i-i i-t 


Q Yet • Coo&'nue 


D No • Go ro ttom 24 


s 

00 

s 

.00 


14. What was the esilmaled market value of the lerfo and buildmga on ihe acres rented 
or leased TO OTHERS on Oecember 31. 20147 
IS For the acres rented or leased TO OTHERS and rxA fuity paid tor. What (& lha 
remaining debt owad on these acres as of Oecembur 31, 20147 .. .. 

16. For the aaes rented or leased TO OTHERS. What amount of expenses did 
incur in 2014 related to property taxes, mtsresl payments. ar>d other ownership 

costs of (he owr>ed land? 

17 For the acres rented or leaeed TO OTHERS wtMt amount of expenses did you 
irveur in 2014 related lo the agricuKural production that occurred on the owned (and? 
{Includo iryxds fdintmtoa and pmvrded suen as lotvtuor or fiotuaaoo) 

16. For the acres rented or leased TO OTHERS, what amount of expenses did you 
incur m 2014 reiaied to capital purchases on the owr>ed land? (tnciudo fonu 
impnfvomonts. imgetiott eoupmenr, moc/inery pureneses, ate. } . . 

19 For Ihe acres rented or leased TO OTHERS In 2014. how many acres were: 

a Fully paid for? . . 

b Not fully paid for (purchased under mortgage or acquired under other ftnandai 
arrangements)? .... . . . 

20 For (he acres rented or leased TO OTHERS In 2014, how many acres were: 

a Enrolled m the Environmental Qualiiy Incentives Program (EQlP), the 
CortservaUon Stewardship program (CSP) or another conservation program 

(excludtng CRP) m 2014? . 

b Mnder consatvabon easement? re.g., ogarnsf nor>*agrfouduraf devnfopmenr. 
dnifung watlonds, VHmg grssstand tor cno pmdueUon. ere L 


21. How many total tenants did you have In 20147. . . . tdss | 

22. Report (he foilowtng rnformatlon (or up lo throe teranls you had In 2014. If you had more than three tenants, report for 
(he Ihree that rented Ihe forgosl number of acres from you in 2014. 


a How many lolai ACRES did you rent 

to this tenant In 2014? 7toi 

b How many YEARS have you ranted 

land lo this tenant? roM 

c. Whal type of renl^ agreement Is used? 

(} « FIXED CASH. 2 » FLEX/BLE CASH (Mudo 
nrbdd}. 3 • SHARE. 4 » FREE) . rco? 

d. is the lenant related lo you or another operalor 

of Ihis operation? |; s YES. i « NO] roto 


e Is the lease written? |r • YES. 3* NO} . . . . rcui 
f Old the lease alow payirvents to be adjusted 
due lo exceptional or unusual conditions? 

|f • vES 3 •NO). nw 

g. How often is the lease renewed? (f • ennuMy. 

3 • every fwo yewK 3 • every ihree years. 

4 a every four or more yaart\ foxs 
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23. Thinking of all of the lanants ^ rantad or leaaad land to in 2014. Which of the foflowvig codas best represents who 
made the mariagemenl decisions Irt 2014 for the following prac ti ce s listed below? 


1 3 Tenant only 2 e Landlord of>ly 3 « Landlord and tenant together 4 « Lsodtord and tenant separaiely 


Selection of fertilizers end chemicals 


b. CulUvalion practices 


c. Selection of crop vaneltes or Isresiock hreeds 


Marketing agncijttural products 


h. Adoption ol one-season conservation practices {conawaton imgs. afc.) 


t. Govommeni Program Partidpalion (eontmooKy end conservauon proommsh 


LAND USE 

24. For the acres OWNED in 2014. how many acres were? 
a Orchards/Vineyards 


b. Cropland rfncfuds hey ecreiL tond lb gow/nmanr progremsi ... U 
o. Pasturatand (tnctuth aoptand pestvrs. wcNXNand pasara. ornsr _ 
fyastuK and rongstond and land In govemmenr progremai □ 

d Other {lackrtla tonet, weocOand nor peAured, rBnivrBsds _ 

Puidrngs Prasrock fecMMs. ponds, roods, dricnes. waaofsnd. erc.> □ 

25. For the aaes OWNED m 2014. how marry ecres were? 

a. Purchased from a norwetalive through a direct sale or 

real estate broker? . . Q 

b Purchased from a relairve through a dirert sale of 

real estate broker? . P 


c Purchased in an auction? 


d tnhehled or received as a gHl? . r 


26. Do you anticipate Iransfemng ownership of any owned land m Ihe next 5 yeans? 

^0” r-i r-i 

□ Yes • Continue □ No-Go fo Sectton B 


27. For the acres OWNED fn 2014. how many acres do you 
anUcipote transferring ownership through Ihe following 
methods (n (he next 5 years? 


Am* OWTreOaml 
OPERATED 


b. Sell lo a non-reialive (Include itke-kind exchanges) 


Pul or keep in a Trust 

Put or keep in a will (even though ownership will 
transfer at an unknown time in the future) . 


21 B1 4041 
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SECTION B 


JSlUiiLI ACREAGE. PRODUCTION, and CASH SALES 

Were any crops harvested from (Ms operation or rid this operation reoetve any trteome from these crops tn 2014? 
(rncfude your mndiof^ shaft and crops gnm under conoacr Excluda crcpa gniwn on /end mmed ro otnenr t 
n n 

U Yes • Continue U No > Go ro Seaton C 

Report the acreage and production of crops harvested from this operation in 2014. Report quantity harvested si the isiil 
specflied, by crop. For inoome received from cssh sates si 2014 report the dollar amount this operation received from 
any year’s production after subtracting marketing expenses fEseJude contrsct jbIm or mmo^s and tantnoni s sftan of ssStf 
in ooktmn 5 ) 


Dry adSSs 


VegstabM lor (>rt>r'.ri&&(nQ 

AJ oSwr and meloiis 

(tnMt protvn undar 


gias or oom ptotertion ) 


$ 

00 


s 

00 


21B14058 
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♦OoMflfB) 


h. TUrtieys 


SECTION I 


LIVESTOCK INVENTORY, NUMBER SOLD/REMOVED, and CASH SALES 


1 Did you or onyono etee l\ave arty iivasiocKor poultry on tMe operation In 2Qi4 (regivdtess ofowrwshtfih or did Itus 
operation receive any income from livestock, poultry, or llveelock preducts in 2014? <tncM9 your landtonfs share & 
AVesfocA/peurery prawn Ibr othofs on a enntraa bests Exclude ttveHocUpauflry grown or Iwr surrieono else on a cuslom or 
contractual OaskS > 

r-i n 

U Yes • Conlinua □ No * 6o to SacUon D 

2. Report the total numper ot livestock. pouKry, ar>d livestock products, fry type. For income received in 2014. report the 
total dollars this operation received from cash sales after subtracting marketing expenses. (Exclude conma sates or 
ramaeels and landlord's share ot sales m caliann a I 


On Dec 31, 
20U. 
how nsjny 

Icolumn r) 
regsrdleM of 
owner gfyp were 
on ramd'' 
(Number) 


a Beet cows (tncVwO* Seer iMitan MW NHw 
Otteea BtcMe ftomn ttmf IMM not eafrwr 


OnDw. 31 
2014 

how rnany 
\cokimn 1] were 
owned by me 
operaHon? 


(N umbe r i j 


Whai WBs tne 
total number ot 
(coAunvi f) sold 
or ramoveo in 
20147 


How mucfi was rocerved in 
Cash Sales ot {coAiWiri r| 
from any year's production 

•n2P147 

{Exclude niarheling 
coMfaa sehe) 


b MVk cows. nduOtny eriy dry cows 
rEadMto mif t>y Munwrt l 
& Other caWe and calves dnehtde tmt oMe. 
bear and dwry «ul •MWMte. MxAar« wnd 
isadara, w iesMa». arm , , 

d. Total catSe and calves (fms s •» a « gi 

|i) Ot the total (row d cd 5) oosars. rrow 

much wes tor bresdlfigelock?’' 

Ik) RecogrhTsd gam'um on sale of 
ttreawng stock, /fr a Om wm ine«a*ad 
•Adltaiie vr> a nan-Tftw . . 


e Total mMK produced m 2014 •rvpurf r c«W.i. 


(I) Oi Sw total (row 1. col 5) donars how 

much was tor brasdtng stock?' 

(H) Recogntzed gaiivlosa on sale of 
breedtrrg st^ (de cm wet mourreo. 

■noleafa •*< ■ ••egeU m con) 

AJi layers, indudfng table and halchMg 

(0 Al eggs. irKttKkr>g lratchir>o eggs 
(wporf ai dn taai l 


Other Poultry itnalarfareharcMclerw 

amita pnaaa n.7;rfi>i7ps eMeioMrs. 

pneoxenis. ifni/T’i- tf' I . idM a?99 arrj 

k Other eismels and oirw armnal products 
tinelude Mmp. peati A MWr pmS/e* (wool 
'nahair. a goal •waj, Wo n a^. porsn% rraVka. 

Cam«U 4 dwikaya aeuaeuSiaa bmet S Wowav 

■WTJWI a amhfjo siVp*J ur-rr t?/.T 0173 

(t) 01 me total (row k. col 5) dokan how 

much was tor breedtog stocir? 

(H) Recognized geirvioss on sale of 
bieadilng stock (4 e xue wet inaxted 
nSciXt im ■ i m qalWB Mpnl 

I' Repan Omading and ncm-tneding stock as definud on Tax form fOSOF ana form 4797 
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SECTION D 


OTHER OPERATIONS GROWING, FEEDING, or RAISING UVESTOCK FOR 
THIS OPERATION 

1 Did any OTHER operal»ofK») Qfow. Taed, or raM l^astoch or poultry owned by this opemlion under a contract 
arrangernent (n 2014 (you are the ooittrador)? 

^ i-T m 

LJ Yes - CorWrtue U No Go to Secbon £ 


ATM or Cwmfidiy WAmI wo* tfi* 

iimilhY vwHo imm Ceri* v** or (llfait on 

rjluT nr (otf tor KM a» 




SECTION E 


MARKETING CONTRACTS 


1. Did this operation have marfcetJnq coolracU For any commodities dahverod"in 20147 
(A mmiuuing eommet >* a vsmei or tvnrron agraamant reached t>»tore rwvetf o< e cn»of petans 
Ateue MMvip s pfioa or pnang fonnuie end nfOftBl tor Ota comrraKStyJ 


0 Yes-Conrinue 


D No - Go ID Secfioo F 


2- Report the comnKxtitles delivered in 2014 through marketi^ contrad(s). List the quantities marketed arxl the final prlca 
received dnelbde only the ouanMy owned Ojr (he ooeraom Eteioda money received horn conirvctors as retmttmemeni for afpanaas 
/report (AO m SECTION if Exclude lanOon} shares imfion n SECTION Ai and madfodng 'Xiarget mtnnm SECTION I. Xani Jil/ 



H more speoe le needed ptea ao use a sepere/e sheet of paper. 

f' TwrivaW* unclirdes ccnvnodWes ter wwch partia/ payment was made eeon If not pnysigiUy dfHvemd tfy gecemPaf 31, SOU. 


Unit 

Cod* 

Unit 

Cod* 

UaK 

cod* 

um 

Cod* 

1 Pound 

01 

Bm 

05 

Dozan 

09 

Barrel. . . 

20 

1 CVYT 

02 

6ai 

06 

Flat 

10 

AoB 

22 

1 Ton 

03 

Ba» 

07 

HsadiBkd 

11 

Ammol Spece . 

30 

1 Susiwls 

04 

Canon 

06 

Plant 1 Pol 

13 

Ktiogram 

40 


Ill nil I ill III I III II II 
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SECTION F 


PRODUCTION CONTRACTS & CUSTOM FED LIVESTOCK 


Did this operatton have producllon contrac:ts for any commodKIas it prodix«d In 2014? 

(A pfuducfion contract is a ¥9fttal or vnWen agraemant sBtUna terms oondHtoni and leaa to ba oatd bv iftp iio'it/acfaf to (ftp 
ooo/sOon for the ptwAiCnon of crops frvestixti. or poultry The comrador usuaMy orros tfm commorUv ano cifr^n piuMdes mpofs ) 


O Yes • Conunua 


D No - Go fo Section G 


Report (n the (able betow the comnvxlJtles with pfoducWon oontracte in 2014 Ateo lisi the quantities removed under 
thMe contracts and the final fee received (Exeiutte mortay recmed to pay for production etpensea EMpense rermtrursvrtmnts 
should be mporteP in the corttiacfor cofumrt In SECTiOhf 1) 


tYnet commoorSM au | Commodirv 
ttei opersKon neve i Coda 
P»?ODUCTION 
corilrecte for in 20147 


[wms in oo/nrmwUNMl 


Offloa liaa 
Only 

tCoo«) 


WhM qusnMy of Ore 
commodiiy w» removed 
irom Vw opeteVoct undei 
me conSact? 
iCmlud* 4<indiiam • 

(QuanBty) 


Unit Code 

Prom Hsl 
Mnwi 
(Codei 


What em (wfl tM) the 
FINAL FEE f^CEl^ par 
urMby trie ooerebon 
tor producing he cornmodlly 
undai ihe conoacl? 

(Dcaars 1 Cantij 


What were the 
TOTAL FEES 
RECEIVED VI 2014 
under iNs contrscP ** 


Com/rioditv exampte 


fOO 


oooo 

0*051 


01 


\p^ LI 


00 \ 


1000 


tt more space la needed, please uaa a seperaia aheei of wper 

f ' Income mcvWed hr carrmodlUes produced under contract m prevKHM yaors shoiM be recorded fa Secliun 6. nerru la and lefif 


Unit 

Cods 

Unit 

Cods 

Unit 

Cods 

UnR 

Cods 

Pound 

D1 

Bln 

OS 

Dozen. 

09 

Barrsi 

20 

CWT 

02 

Bm 

06 

Flat 

10 

Acre. 

22 

Ton 

09 

Balp 

07 

Heed r Bn) 

11 

Aniinsi Space 

39 

Busr>els. 

04 

Carvn. 

OB 

Pfani 1 Pat 

13 

ituogiam 

40 


SECTION G 


ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE & DEFERRED PAYMENTS 


1 For each item below, report income received or the amount owed to the operation on the dates specified. 
EXCtUda crops In Storape and not yet sold. ilnetuOe ceth eehs mMUNme EPrUmiV inIm wWpnMlweUewi aofVmerramni'Mlb) 

(NOTE: Crops In storsffe and not sad as of the tafaranca date shoold be /aportad m Saaion J Ham 2a.) 

Nofvs 


a- On January 1. 2014. what was the total dollar amount owed to this operalJon for 

all cornmodlbiss produced and sold (cash or coninKfJ before January 1, 2014?. cess D 

(It How much did this operabonrecaive from Item la during 20147 . as» D 

h. What was the total dollar amount owed to this operation on December 31 , 2014, 
for all commodities produced, sold (cash or conrracf), deitvemd. or removed 
under contraoi in 2014 and earliar years? . uhm G 


1 OcNtors 1 

s 


00 

s 


•DO 


21614082 
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SECTION H 


GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS & OTHER FARM RELATED INCOME 


1 In 2014, did this opsfalion receive or repay any Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) loans? 


D Yea ' Continue 


D No • Oo 10 Hem 7 


r 

■ Dollars 

1 $ 

00 


a (n 2014. how much was recaivfid for all eommodlUes placed under CCC ioar«? I 

llnctudm Aualnan wmro' poas. bensy. cswiie, rapeaaaO com, cnOon, cnmrba, dry Nona [ ^ DoMare 

pWM apxseed, honuy tantila, imnon mustanf sued, oato pcenur^ Hem. .wfllowar [ 

sasame tioad. smaW cnetpau, Mirgruni .biybaenf. suffer .wnflrMrer MteO and wheat t . OSiS Q | $ 
b In 2014. whai was the amount spent (0 repay all CCC bam? i 

lExctuda aloraga and santne baa >. . . (Ifil9 Q | $ 

(NOTE: ff any or the crops Of Hveatock products redeemed fmm tho CCC were sckl tn 7014. verity that these sates ore 
recorded tn Miukaltna Contncis fSECTtOA^ £, Horn 2) or in Cash Sates (SECTTONS B and C) If tfia redeemed 
crops were NOT sold tn 2014, t/istr value thouki be mported In SBCTtON J Ham 3a.] 

2. In 2014. did this operation reoeive Federal, Stale or local farm program payments? 

(tficloda gevarfimanl paymaMs recwved inmugh a cooperatm Exeluda CCC loan parmants / 

0561 _ _ 

□ Yes - Continue □ No r Go to WOTE before Hem 3 

Norte [ __ ’ Dotars 

a. In 2014. how much was received m upland cotton transition payments? 

rtrKtude govemmenr peyrnenrs recerved mrotrpn a cooperB(h«.> . dsm O [$ 

P. In 2014. tiow much was received m counter-cyclical payments from Ihe Direct 

Cuunier-c 7 Ciical Payment Program (DCP) and m revenue payments from the 

Average Crop Revenue Eteelion Program (ACRE) for crop year 2013? (trretud* f 

govammani paymants raoefvad ttvougn 0 ooopami^ I 0823 D $ 

a in 2014. how much was received in Loan Oefwenoy Payrnents (LDPs). and 

MarKeto^ Loan Gains (M.G6)? ftnetudm povemmenf paymenCB tacaived ftwoupri i 

a cuoperadve.) . . . osae D 

d. In 2014, what was the total dollar amount received from Conservation Reserve 

Program (CRP) end Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) j 

payments? mt? O _$ 

(I) In 2014. how many total acres were enrolled ■ i 

m the Conservation Reserve Program I CRP) hone T ~ Acres 

and the Conservation Reserve Enhancement I 

Program (CREP)? . oaw O | | 

e. In 2014, what was the total dollar amouni received horn Environmental Nnne L > , Doltes ■ - 

OuaWy tneentNes Program (EOiPl. Conservation Security Program (CSP), 

arrd Correervelion Slawardship Program (CSiP) payments? wts D | S 

(I) In 2014, how many acres were enroilert 

m Ihe Envirortmerrial QuaHty Incentivee r ■ — ■ v 

Program (EOiP). Conservaton Secunly hone Ao et ^ 

Program (CBP). and the Cor«arvallon 

Stewardship Program (CStP)? «»• LJ , 

t In 2014. tiow much was reoerved tor Agiicuilurai dbasler payments? I 

(Ineluda aO <lisastaf assUtance and market ktsa paymants. Esduda Uuk Income Nor>s PoSars 

iosa Contrea {MILC) paymanu Fadaral crop insurance and other tndetnnty 

payments raponad bahw ) . ,. osar D |^S 

g In 2014, how much was raceived for aN other Federal Slate, or local 
program payments? tineluda UUt Inenma Lata Contract (MLQ paymama. 

tobacco buyout payments including lump sum paymenfa and athar Fadarai Slate 

Or local programs Creluda Fadarai crop msuranev paymartui and rtOntr mdammly i 

paymonrs to na rapenad below i QMS O | S 

NOTE: The following questions pertsin to the naw programs authori 2 ed under the Agricultural Act of 2014 and 

crop Insurance, tn order to analyze Ihe impact of these new programs we need to ohtain mformalinn on currartt 
base acre anrollmenls and crop msurance partlrlpation. 

3. In 2014. did this operalion enroll tn any of the price or revenue based asstsiance programs for elected base acres? 

0664 ^ 


Nor>s Dollars 


G Yes • Continue 


G No • Go ro Ham S 
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For Uifl total acres oparate<l (n 2014, please tndicala Ihs number ot base acres, hoiv many acres (or eacli crop Were 
onrolied tn dilToreni proQrams autbonzed under ibe AgncuNural Act of 2014. and Mhetber or ml you updaied baao 
acre yields. 


enroNsd In 
Free luM 
CoversfiD 

<m.cf 


VMlUs OpdsMd? 
2D14~2tnH 
l«YaB. 

(Cadei _ 


Ebrosetf 4grlcuitunu Kisk 
Coustagt) (ARC) 


County Onion 
(Acres > 


CROP INSURANCE 

S For llie (olol seres operelad (n 2014, please mdiciile the number ot acres insured with buy^up pollaas. Itie average 
coverage rales for those acres, and hotv ihe acres are Insured tor commodities insured undM etiner a (1) Yield Policy’ 
CN a {2) Revenue Policy'*'. Only iBpan ocres rn'otred unUnr a ymkl or nnwnue poWey tor one orSM oomnMxMws katoa EJieludm 
acna irtmifvd under Ihe Calasl'nfthir RttS Prx>lttcbon ErH/i>fsttmtinl prupram /CAT}. 


Aass Infiuied lindm 


Acres Insured Under 


Revenue (*alicy 
(Acres I 


Revenue Poitcy 
(PeccentI 


Baste Unia OpUonal Units 

(Acres) (Aores) 


Enlerpnse OtiU 

(Acres> 


(Actmi 


•' YANd RfWecaon (VP) Area YiM ftorseton (AYP or ORP}. 

^Revenue Prelection (RPf Revenue Prolecten mlh Hatwxl Pnoo EMOhtsion (RP-Hf^ Ares Revenue P 
ORIPH), end Aree Ro<renue Pmieaion tnsumoce wtin Harvest Pnoo fjrcSMien (ARPf^E. or GRiPi. 

OTHER FARM RELATED INCOME 

6. in 2014, wlial was Ida lolnl Inoomo recetved by you (the oparalor} and all portners for. 

a. custom worK. machine hire, and ottier agrtculluml services provided by this 

operation for farrrtsrs and olhers? lEirctode it (Me is b separme tmmss.) osts 

b. grazing ot livestock? fhetuda psyrrwrrM tor tYMoeA pnefured on a poN/ieed basts. 
per-PKintri beers. AUM beaus, etc Excli/deoprWac/ prranpprnarNS pnivnuey reporled.). Obs? 

p sales ot all foresi products? 

iinelude Hrewvod. itnPer. arc Exelede 'nnpro vyrep end CMstntm ittun 1 . 


sales ol Inrm machirtery and vehicles? itneturta femr sivire un^) 


Fotierei Drop and livestock insurance Indernnify paymems?. 

other crop .ind livestock insurance Indemnily payments? /Ekctode Eonumi 

pmfneniA fOportea to itom 


Q. coQperalive patronage dividends and refunds? 


1 Dollars ] 

S 

.00 

$ 

00 

5 

.00 

£ 

00 

S 

.00 

s 

00 

s 

00 


2tB141<}8 




107 


11 


h. Ificome from royalties or teases assocraled w<lh erwrgy production (e g. naloral _ 

gac. oil > and wind lurtir)es)? . . . osifi □ 

I proceeds from sales of farmland and other farm real estate owned by this 

operation only?. .06M G 

(I) What was the recognized gsmnosa on the (itarh 6i) sales of farmland arxl other 

farm reel estate? {if e foas wee fneurmt. pfeosa /rvScerv Mfrn 9 neg«i/v« sfgnji rMo Q 


jOBftsr 1 

$ 


00 

s 


.00 

$ 


00 


(It) How many acres were sold? oe 

al other farm relaled eourcea of mcome? firwliude; asntmerx or qimra <omm animw 

Poenano. safM or poulry Mrer and manias, /ncorre- from rscrsaMniif aoMslM men as 

mmring end As/w^, fwntm. afc.. Sfaft hmt Iw rwAmtft. Me mA/nos. real aafafs lex 

rebsfM kn lend fiteeerveBtm, nfunds of manwrarg B«jwnsM: rsnOng or Jtesmg of 

avBjrocA or mecMnary. xaiM of vafu»-eiM»d gooib men as cheasa cMar. jemx, arc. A 

lhe$e are nm omn 9t e seperef buemu Hed^ng ptoMt endioani MtKl tf a hat WM H 

MeerreiA pfaeae fhtflcaia nMh a nagatfva s^.i . . (686 


In 2014. dkf the taroest portron of Ihn operadon's total gross value of sales coma frorn crape or livesiock? 
ffTina oparsdun fiad no .«Mbs tn 20H. choota crops It the vWus ofoepfaed on ffe opsraMin hjcmi 1<: ff» valua of any 
fyastook on iha opwaaen m 20i4. Oinarwa*. choose HwatoelO. 

0S42 1-1 ft 

□ CHOP U UVESTOCK 


OPERATING & CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 

Report total production expenses paid by this operation In 2014. rinefuda only Mpanws raUao to the iipanmn. EneiuOa 
aspansM NOT mfaiad to INs tormfrench e«pan.ws of paitoimlnii custom wort FOR oftiars ffl/ils IS a sspvsia iMstnasr and erpanns 
■on lend rsnrad to otoefs;J 

In 2014, how much was spent for (ffem) by [eofumn) * 

OPERATING EXPENSES In 2014 

1 seeds, sets, plants, seed cleaning and lraaln«rvts, 

transplar>ls. trees ar>d nursery stock? ffneluda 
tocAnotopy or omar faaa aaad trsaenanci and saad 
ctoa/vng cost Cvetods term pvrehesad tor resato „ 

wimour aomronaf growm 1 .Li 

2 nultienls. fertlhzer, ime, and sol condiltoners? 
f/nctode coar of custom appSodtori and Oi^tonK; ntatonefs 
escludt poTNng nMroa. wmfaiMe <md JdonWead SMf.^ G 

3. blocontrois arKl egneuRurak chemicats for crops. 

livestock. pouNry. and general farm use? flncfi/ps _ 

CMWgtoef peat ainfftM and custom epptjcmcn eom I . LJ 

a, Of ihe inem dollars, how much was only lor 
custom appficadton? (fnc/utfa coaf or cfwmiCali 
uSvd tor cuatom opplUpelnjn ; . □ 

4 livestock purchases of •- 

a. breeding slock for beef caiile, ctBiry cattle 

hogs and sheep? LJ 

b other cellle. calves, hogs arKl pigs? 

[Report other sheep to ffem 4<f,1 □ 

c. cNckene and turkeys? 

[Repoh (tockf and game bfrdi in /tmri 4tf.] D 

d other livestodi and pouitty, Stduding other sheep, 
lambs, bees, brooder fish, lingerltngs. goats etc.? □ 

fi. leasing of Hvestock? ftoe/udatoeamg of COM tor 

putoMtAv ) } . . U 

6 purchsaed feed for livestock and poultry? (toc/uda 

grain hay. -stoga rwMd toads ctmaanfmtas. a/cl . G 


bedding and litter tor livestock? 


OPERATORtS) and 
PARTNERtS) 

x.Aiiin.cfpi}i5i 

CONTRACTORfS) 

(adbm»} 



0600 

060T 

0602 


1 


OOH 

0S07 

cam 


1 


oAlf 

uoti 

0614 


1 


OMS 

0C1<J 

as2u 


1 


0671 

oao 

0623 


I 


0604 

OOB 

0B7S 




wr 

etM 

0R6 




OOP 

oeai 

cen 




am 

am 

0S3S 


1 

1 


am 

oisr 

OSto 




om 

oea 

OUi 





21614116 
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In 2014. how much was spent for (^fem) by [column] 

6. medical suppMee. veterinary and custom Mfvtcea tot 

itvesloch? dtspcuat UncfutfeamfaW None 

«ewm^avt (Al), OfmfKtmg, bmiUng h^e capomong. 

OPEAATOR(5) and 
PARThlER(S) 

(Dollars) 

LANDlOROrS} 

(DoWare) 

CONTRACTOR(S) 

(DOHarB) 

oiua 

m% 

am 

perfomwooe (esarig- P'spnsney saMng. sheep 

rhewreg. efej. , . , , 

a 




9. purrhaaes for the farm business of - 


ons 

am 

oeiiii 

a. all fuels, oils and tubricanls? 

rrorsr or tnmugtt (tn{vn tnuU equal nafrt m/ 

□ 






oass 

owe 

0647 

(t) cUasei fuel? ilnD/ucM MxAUeef 1 . . 

□ 


1 




oaw 

re4'« 

ojs:) 

Ill) gasoline arid gaaohoi? ifhcrudeerhenoroMiiQe) . 

D 






0SS1 



(Ill) natural gas? . . 

□ 


[ ^ 




noM 


0656 

(Iv) LP gas (propane, Auranej? . 

□ 






QM7 

osaa 

O&VI 

(Vf oils and lubncants? (include greaso. nytimuM: 
flutas, mntnr oAs l/gnsmrsaum mPoCs alcj 

□ 






oseo 

0661 

oe «2 

(vl) all other fuel? 

(Include cool, hmi oH Itenieanv. ivood etc.). 

□ 






cers 

tSTS 

. 

0077 

to. eieclrictly fOr Ihe farm business? 

□ 



r ’ 



owe 

laar 

06sn 

1 1. purchased water for imgalion from oR'farm suppliers? 
(Include imgalw? sseeesmmls end fees f 

D 


: 


12. all other utilities, such as Ihe farm share of letephone 
service, water pia chased other than tor tmgaiion. end 
Iniemat access?. 


Dsn 

llarj 

uari 

n 




13 farm supplies, marketing containers, hand tools and 
farm shop power equipment? (include expemee tu 
rempomry Among Ecelirde OKperuws tet bmitMutfAner end 
pennormnf Among I 


OTQ 

om 

'»?04 

D 




14 repairs, parts and accessories for motor vehicles. 

rnachinery and form equipment? (/ndwde tepten to Ofytng 
eoutpmvnl iun*-i 4 M, irvuTiAuii, npetn to wvmmca epuipnMinr, 

oroe 

one 

Q71l> 

tuoh 09 m condnonen CB'm. mdsn and hytIreuAc cylffKleis. 
EirelUde errgatiion ortuevnenf and pump repaIn f 

□ 




15. maintenance and repaw tor the upkeep of ell farm 
briHdings. houses other than the operator’s, land 
•mprovemenie, and all other famtlranch improvements? 
(fnclwde coneervafion tttptovetnenis. crvrnit. foeoing actors, 
rMcSoTs grevBl. tend dramsgs stnjclutea, lAng. tran^, sUos. 
woes tnf^ton aoupnwnr end putrp npan and lecmie*. 
ExeMe ony new construction ot remodeling f. . 


OTM 

am 

071A 

□ 




16. matniertance and rupair of the operator s liouse 

If it was owned by the operation? (t>vned by rhe 
operetwt' means the house u — > 

• recordeu aj on osaet to form record booke. oi 

• deeded as pod of tne farm} . 


urn 



□ 




17- insurance tor the form business? itoclude el curuuliv 
trmmnce. hoH •rwtmncm. and eny orhar cmp uf trveeiocM 
rnsumnar, moror vshrol* tedwsr and tOeniml nnaarwnr 
pokcw tndude mtufonce an apenaors awetOng H owned 
by the opwetron Ewclude haottn inrurance (roponed m 
SECTIfM 1. nem 26 or SfCTIOIV N. Hem 2eti) end other 
peyroW msjMDnM eema.) 


U7» 

tno 

oni 

□ 






om. 

dtn 

rjjjt 

a. Of the (Item 17) dollars how much was tor 

Federal crop insurance? 

□ 
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In 2014. how much was spent for (ftem) by [co/umn| > 


"SSHiSr'' 

LAMDtOROtS) 

COllTRACnPRfS) 


(OMhalu. 

tDemn) 

(DoMtsi 

18 interest and fees petd on debts 


jne 

073V 


a. secured by rea) estate? rtnc/utfe intofBgi pma an 

Vw opflra/or^ ift/uUttg. tf mmed by the opvnbon 1 

□ 






074) 

■aM 


b. not secured by real estate? ihKludb servKe Vm 
un CCC tcNNi redempSurNt ) 

□ 




19. properly faxes paid or> ~ 

a. real estate (lar^d and butIdtnM)? (inttudbraai 
tsrar* cans on (he opwaror'i atiblimg. if oaneO bf 
in# opemeoat 


GM4 

uTia 

0744 

D 






OMT 

am 

0749 

b IrvestocH. mactiinery, end other larm pfoducUon 
items? 

□ 




20. renting or leasing of tractors, vehtcies equipment 
or storage strucbrres? (tmo/intm tbrm mscnviB^ cars 
trvOi*. wnpsson bpuipmtt amt atfmr M/uipmbM 

0refuds custom tvr* / . . ... 


orao 

37S1 


□ 






nrss 

cm 


21. vehicle registrabort arKt licerwing fees? 

□ 




22 depreciation expense cteimed by this operallon In 

2014 for si capital esseta? (if perfnwstitD. inetuos 
smoMSd «tafn«o by si pwfnsa In Ihte opanUfan 

Estlmsls hoin 2013 If rwesssary.j 


079S 



D 






orar 



a. Of Iho (Hem 22) tloliars how much was claimed 
for breeding rrveslock?. . . 

□ 




2a. CASH WAGES paid to Nrad (arm and ranch labor? 
ffncfUds ca«n weps.t inesrSMts end Oorwcsi pa>«nsnte 
to corporafs ollfcsra ana paid tomliy mwnbsrs. mduomg 
ypursef and other epamtots d Ihoy raeoivad a mao 

Effctuds wagaa paU far custom am eomreef worC wages 
peid tn nousaufon Socud Sacuaty on tba ownar-apataioi 
mndrmaia for iwng wpenses. smptoysr'e share ot Soon! 
Saeurty and unamfioytmrd icrss. ne^ end lie 
sisuwioi pensiuns or fWewrwnt ptans and Mhv*ar'.s 
Corripensabon i > t • • ■ • t < i < - 


arsd 

orae 

OTsn 

D 



n 

24 01 the (Uem 23) dolters. how rnuch salary or wage was 
paid lo>~ 

(fuW ?4e ♦ ?40 « 240 • 2ld • 24fl must Offual ttam 23) 

a you pnnapal eyierafor;? , , , . , . ■ , 


nree 

(I7» 

OTCfi 

□ 






STtr 

am 

OTSO 

b your ithe princtpai operattir's) spouse? rB«/i d your 
sptwie a an operator, tneluda mainar mgs» here t 

□ 


1 


c. other trwmbers of your {tha operator's) household? 
(Even If your other houiehoitf memSerf are opwMorx 
tnefwdli tnaa wages hare . 


0974 

0375 

flffro 

□ 




d. other operators (outaide the epefator's householkf;? 
ffhose penoKs raaponaiiia ibr (he dsy-to-dsy 
mtmegamaN Oactpons br rhty opemrion.) 


U77u 

CPI) 

orrj 

□ 






0773 

•am 

0775 

e. all other paid farm arid ranch )abor7 

D 




25. payroll taxes lor hired tabor? ifnciuda ampfoyer^ stmra 
of SutM Sacudty end vnemptoyrrient leires Incfude any 
amooMS the term paid lor Avm worXen that ere part of 
yoor flha operatimr) hnusohcitd.) 


orgs 

>jrre 

077)7 

□ 











f . j Pwcent ; ) 





P7M 



a. Whai percent of the <liem 25) dollars was lor 
household members? ... 

□ 
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In 2014, how much was spent for (/(em) by [column] — 
TS benefits tor hired lobor? (InetuO* mnplOYor's s(mm ot 

ftaoUft msumniM. pension or rmtusmeni filana liVodwr'a 
Ccmpanueon. wc include any amouna rne fa/m pmo 
for (aftn workwa that an part o( your (tfto oporator $) 
r)ouaahoKi.l 


a What percent of (he (Item 26) doUnrs was for 

household members? ....... I 

27 contmd labor? (incrude arpantas lot tucti as 

harveaUnQ of hull, vegefoptos. PerniM, vlc pofibimad on a 
oonoeet bora by a contnetor. crew fender, coopamuve ere 
Caciutfe ftontfoci nnnK for tmMang eonsr/ucuon rapm» or 
lann imptotamatHs. end paymams lo othar upetnOom lhat 
leorrareed Aweerocic under cottma FOff tnu opefaUon.t . \ 

28 custom worK such as 

(Custom wont « wont portormart by moehmas i later 
ntred as a unif 

a hauling? |ir»c/ude M custom grata AwatocA. rtiiM. 

manure, and otter custom hautinQ ) I 

b all other custom worh done on (his operation? 

(I^epivr custom evestoc* aarvcoa in item 8.) I 

29. The cash value of all commodllleB and NON*CASH 
PAYMENTS for Mnn work provided to: 

a workers who were members of your (Ihd opernior's) 
household? (tncluda value of a percentage of crops. 
cahiM, sfc Excluda opamtor poymenTs nr drtms ) . . I 

b. workers Who were NOT members Of your (the 
Operator's) household? ftnefude ibad. Atel, bousing, 
meals. uiUitas. ve/vclea tor pononal use. ate. ficlude 
borne gerdwns, umeas ospanaaa were moorttod 
pnwowfy fyefude partner paymanis or draws.). I 

30. The market value of oommodMIes produced and used 
on this operolion for horne consumption? (Eircfude any 
oommotHias pmaklaa as paymant to bousennkf members 

tor tOrm work rspOr*rKt St Sam 29a J . . \ 


e. What percent of the (Item 30) dollars was lor 
iiveslock and llveslodi products? .... 

prafes&tonal or farm management services suoh 
as record Keeping, accounling, tax and business 
planrung. farm piquet advice, oonsarvalloii 
practices, etc.?. . . 


OPERATQR(S) and 
PARTflER(S) 

LANDtOROrS) 

CONTRACTORtSy 

(Oollafs) 

(OoUaiS) 

(DOHare) 

OSIS 

rati 

WIT 



1 




ana 






am 

pro 

las* 



j 

rm 

OHT 

f)77- 



_ 

01BW 

uNX 






32. general business expenses? 

SpecMy Ganerel Bubimmk Expemes 4 Amounts: 


33. Markodng and storage expenses incurred by ths 
operation? include ctediy'ir eomtntssiom; sionig«' 
uMpaerton. ginning etc. Inchida inarseung exp^-vji tOr 
eontmol sahts i 
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LANOLOAOtS) 


CONTRACTOR'S) 


h) 2014, how much was spent tor (ftem) by [co/umn| > 
CAPITAL EXPENSES in 2014 

34. improvefnenls on land such as land preparahon. 
permanent rrtpeUon improvemenls. well dniing. 
ponds, drainege. roads dKchIng. OHog, feedlols, 

Irenoh sMos. lagoons, new lenoee. etc.7 
(Exclude mo wa fll o epulpmenr >. . . . < • , . . . 

35. new oonsirucilon ar>d remodeling ot dwellings 
(excluding the operalork <twefflngK Perns. Buddings, 
nog houses, poumv houses rrMA Perns, storage 
facti/Oes. shads, silos, eic? 

/Exclude repairs and mesMenerKe ). 


36. new construction or remodeilng of the operator’s 

dweWng. if owned by the operation? . . . D 

Report the TOTAL NET COST loiter daduciing »iv wduo of tfMa-ins /Obotas S discounts) of me lollowtrrg items 
Diechesed in 2014 lor the tarrrvrench 


37. Cere - (Inctuds new end i/«ed/ 


38. Trucks^ /Irreludenew enoiMBdinMiix jNCAupa. sport trMdy veiMdM. MU» 
campers end Puses./- . . 


39. Troctors (IncA/de new and used/ 


40. SetHxopelted equiprneni >> (Irielude WMVsmenlff arfdaetl'OrtipeSed va4Mprrt«r<l Prr tvesKOk. 
dasy, or poultry proobcriOn EMctuda rmoors ) 


41. Other farm macMnery. norveeif-pmpeHed farm eQuIpment, pumps, end capita) equipment 
Ay crop or irveelocfc production flncpids farm shore awry / 


42. Office equIpmarM, fumKure. and computars that were placed on a depredaUon schedule. 


43 FarmtarKl and other (arm reel estate for expaiidiny this operaliOM 


PUBWittU 

ttnUwiehiiA. 

Ootars 

oeir 





OPSftATOfMi vd 

partne1^§i 

LANDtOROISt 

COkrtRACTORlS) 

(tMIM) 

taallM0> 

(Oolm) 


21814157 
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FARM ASSETS 


What was the MARKtTT VALUE ol Ute fotlowing assets OWNED by this oparetton on Deoembef 31 , 2014; 
(Incfydt owma essers on nni»<t kmO f 

None I 

a. farm operalor’e (dwelling. If owned by the opanllon? (OwntxJ by ifw ooomOnn ntaona 

t/» house fnroconka Boon asset tnfnmtwro books or doodoa at pan of oaso □ , 


b aM other dwellings? 

c. all other farm builclInQS and structures? ilnciuOs tarns, cna^ urns growumutos 
•vToi. -vorflge sheds, foncos. combs, otci ... 


d. orchard trees and vines, nursery trees, and trees grown tor woody crops? 


oM, gas. and mineral nghls. ... 

land? (fnetude lend rsrKsd fo others. Exe/ude housec. buMings. orefiora trevs and nvwc 
end uoos prawn ia« woody onips.} 


2 What was the ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE Of (he foUowtng on December 3t. 2014; 


a. trucks and cars owned by the operalion? rirKfudt ibrm jfNini only; 


b. Iractont, inachtrtery. tools, eguiprnenl and implements owned by the operation?. 


C- stock Ki ferm cooperatives and the Farm Credit System? 


For each rfem tw/ow. report fhe MARKET i^ALUSfSt ot the assets owned 

fly frte operw/oo on ffle dates spec/fied i 

3. Whal wm Uw ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE tof tin farm 

Share of Irteml on — ^ 

a. crops owned and stored on or off this operation? I 

iheHtdo crops ctcved ef co-op or gkr warehouse. spedaPy crops. csai? — 

mjff (forego hoy sbago. and rmnery and groMhouse products not in ttro 

ground. Exclude frees erref vrrrec end craps under CCC toene f, - . . . Q 

b. breeding Irvestodc owned by and located on or off this operation? 
iinctude Hpufioi/Nurv. bees, cadfe. oQwne. hogs. mnk. pouHry, sheep. 
ere , Seat tor breeding proposes Exclude xveifRK* flemg prooiA»d unaei 

ctmlracl on anoUier epersfton (reported in Section D) } Q I 

c. non-breeding livestock owned by and located on or off this 

operation? flrrclude sduaGulfura bees, callfo. ovwrw bogt mink, poukry 
sheep, ere., kept tor non-breeding purposes delude Wveslodk being _ 
produced under contract on tmother operabon (reported to Soobon 0)1. U I 

d. production mpiite owned by this operatiort. such as processed 

feed, fertilizer, chemicals, fuels, parts, purchased seed and other _ 

BuppMee? . Q I 

e production inpuis already used by Ihis operalion for cover crops 
or crops planted but not yet mature for harvest (also known as 
sunk costs), or the value of inputs used for production contracts 
that have yet lo be delivered? LJ | 

LIQUID ASSETS 

4 Whal was ihe ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE of all other form assets not previously 
listed on December 31 , 20147 ttooludt money owwd fo frxx lawrafKin (eimept money owed 
bom oommocMy aalee). costi CftraPBatex of depostt savings and cracking accounts, lodging 
acoount balances, governmarU payments due tnsuranoe indemnUy payrnenls due. balance of 
land cnnireci salea and any other tomi assets rot rapnrfod Mrtieir Exclude tiny porsonol 
debt owed (0 the operarbr|si.> ....... . ^ . c 


DEC. 31,2014 
(OoMot) _ 


Bsgltndll ot Year 

End of Yser 

JAN. 1, 2014? 
(DoiarBi 

DEC. 31. 20147 
(DoitBrs) 


2181416$ 
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FARM DEBT 


Wss debt u««d in funding the operation of this farm/rsnch In 2014. including any loans obtained in earlier yean? 

Ilnchid* i4»sQmi production and <>iner Joan* (Man and mpoMf dumg 2014.) 

□ Yes'Conffrwe D No • Go (o ffem ? 

Whal was the tolai amount repaid on (arm business loans taken oul In 2014? None Oaiiars 

(Record any outstanding batancas of bans taken out In 2014 In Item 3.) 

(bckitfe oniy^eesonsi pnxfuceon and otnsr j/iort (arm ferm (uon*; ciMQ Q $ .( 

To estimaie the Ananoal posHlon of farms correctly and their ability to eervioo debt and to categorize debt by types, we 
need to list loans Ihis operatton had on December 31. 2014. including any Ine of credit. (JncJude ^imvmneh toans. d*bi on 
(ha opOfMor's house if owned 6y (he opomOon. and muM^tMpOM toen* used tor Pedt Ibrni and non4erm purposes. Exclude CCC 
commpdty Joan* end any toon* used enchalvefy for non-mtm purposes ) 


Ytostwssthe 
balance owed 
on Dec 31.3014 
inciudrto owMerxtng 
cnnctoai pkJB unpaid 
In la reef? 


Whet was ^ai la 

the intorest the type 

rale on ot loan'’ 

I Dec 31 3014 ? 


What» 
(ha prtnary 
term purpose 
Of ms loan? 


Wnai 
percenl «■ 
ftv DpereUng 


I expendaures, 
I or otw 


{Report n 
hundvdlht 
ofepwrconJ 


(Perrant 


On* yes m >«■ fMduaiaii m oOis tsii 
(mthtw* mmw hm) nw«« tfisi oM ime 


If you had farm loans In addition to the five recorded above, what Is the total 
amount of debt from these loans owed on December 31. 2014? dncJUde fanrfnnen 
leartxend debi on the operator'* Reused 4 s owneddy toe cipemeon Exclude eitf toans 
eucAMrety for not>4erm purposes Ihel ere secured by esaeot of tho farmironch . 

How much of the total debt owed on December 31. 2014 (reported in Hems 
3 and 4 abovel. was tor the operator’s dwetkrtg? (ii toe aperaWs dwelling is owned 
Of toe operatton deer snouJd be inOuded nere end above Exclude ope/arora dwelling 
n nof owned fiy toe operaitonj ~ . . 


Dollar* 


$ 

00 


21814173 
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B Did you make any of (tie followtng adjustmenbi lo existing loans tor agricultural purposes in 20147 

6, Re*negoltBie a tower interest rate or re-finnnce al a tower rate ... 

b. Cortsottoato multiple loans or convert short-term debt to longer term debt 

7 DM you Boply for any new toons or line of credit for agricultural purposes In 20147 
ion 


Yes 

□ 

No 

Ves 

□ 

No 


D Yes • ConfMue 


O No • Go to Horn 8 


H. Was a request for credit or toon applicatton for agricutturai purposes ollher turned down or 
were you not given as much oredit os you applied for In 20147 
lOB 


n Yei • Oo to Sedton L 


What was the MAIN reason you did not 
apply for any new loans or Hne of credit 
for agncuJtural purposes m 2014? 


O No • Oo to Sedton L 


1 Hnd MSrtciorii hno* wlienil lti«M kiare 


3 EiiwcMdbC«unaDto(oae4wi>rtM*oi*itdH*anelcwM 

1 

3 Heri oaN — oaeUtf wW loM lOOUolMtit 


4 Ath jMMMhMl vW»i iM}l 

10S7 


Office Use Only 


SECTION L 


FARM LABOR AND MANAGEMENT 


1 In 2014. how many owners of Itvs operation were (bare? (Crc/ud* landrotos commas. 
end iWidng insdurtons hotomg /bnp debr frwtode yourself ff you fMve an ownenn^ inrerest.l . 


6- What percent of the ownership interasi (M you illie operaiori and your household hold? 
rCtcluefe mlMves not Jrv^ng in your /louvehold f 


□ Yes □ No 
r NumtMi 
1332 i 


2 in 2014 what was this operation's legal slolus for lax purposes? 

t240 _ 

* U Family or indNMual operaUon rExefucfe pewws/ifpt and eofpom(/on$ J 
7 O Legal partnership operation ffne/utfe tanwypenrwnwips.) 

a. Is Ihis partnership registered under Stale law? 

b. How many partners ore there In this opereitori'r 
3 □ C-Corporalton 
^ Q S-Corporallon 

3 D Other ffnetod* wdret. Puds. rocvMml/vev. gra/ing assoaoWnif. 9le.f 

3, Was this opetatiori organized as a Limited Lisbillly Company (LLC) under Stale law^ 

4 In 2014, did any households, other than your (the pnncipel operator's) household, share m tita net farm Ihcome of this 
business? fSnanng cen occi/r ay rocoMng 4 snare of protiiBfktnos or, if mctnpoftuoa. mevnnng corponMo cnVtdorxM / 
t22S 


ia» 


□ Yes 


□ No 


D Yes • Conf/riue D No • Go to Ifem 6 

a How many other households shared m the net income of the farm business? 


Number 
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$ Is IMS opafabon a OCorporalion or an LLC Utai d>o«a la Ale as a (^Corporation *n 2014? 

1228 -1 n 

□ Yat - ConOmra □ He ‘Goto Hem 56 


a. How mudi did you (lha prwrapat operalori and your housepold racaiva in 

oorporala drvidaods from this farmino oparalton In 2014? (H ^ opamoon is 
m LLC ttm alUciiN/ rc <*• tat tmrpomta ai « C'CcwporaMn. wimtetK rrw m 
Mxwna fiOaMprDca^toitsrn S| 

b. Win! parceM of n«l incoma (wbetlitr proM or loss) wera you (the oparafor) and 
your houaaliold anUUad to recoive from (his (aiming operation in 20147 (ft your 
oftomoan Iran iiC tnm toctoa lo rsport maunv A» im purpoaof as a ptm^lvnunH. 


6 In 2014. how many oparalors (indtvnluats) ware involved In Iho day'lo-day dedsione for 
this operation? (CrMsr Iho number of opened ontuOiny Iho uperoror narnsd «n iho fruni oT rhis 
form, and Amiy members if thoy are ateo operators fiscfude ftrruty members uniooo Utoy mako 
doy-4<MiOf Oectsiont fiv th* operaton GicArito tWvd wakon unfeju they are a Mred mano^r f . . 

T. Otd you (the pnncipal oparaloh have a spouse a( any poml during 20147 

r*i r-» 

U Yes • ConMnue Q No - (>o (o ttem 9 

8 Did your spoufla maKe day-lo-day dao&toris lor this farmfraixth at any point dunng 2014? 
(ifyoa cneprmciparopamnysspiMiasnoiadOemcsroenmKamfiabAWi./ 


Arwwar the (bMovHng QuaiUlons for up to three pnmary operators of this operation as of Decefnbar 31, 2014 
/If ana of Hio operaiom e the finnapol oporetufs spouse and makes dey-la-day deasloftt. record his/hor tniotmatlon under 


Principal Operator 


b. Sex of operator? . 

e What was Ihe Opefslor’s 
aga on Owcember 31. 
20147 

d. In what year dd the 
operator begin to operate 
ANY rami? 


10. On average, for each of the three*month periods durinQ 2014. about how many hours par vreek (work and management 
time) did — 


a. you ffhe pntKIpe/ operetor) work lor (Ms 

rerrrvrandi? (Inetutto both poid end 
unpoid heuro} 

b. your spousa (tho phncip&l operetor'a) work 
lor this (anrVrarKh? {Eyen if your gpouae is 
on operoiot. ittcktde Mhor houra ho/o 
tncludo both poid and unpaid houn) 

c. all other operators and household members 
work (or this farnVranch? fEtrcfude the 
principal cparator and apousa Ineluda 
both paid and unpaid neuni 


d. al other unpaid worketa mt pravioualy 
reported work for this femvranch? . 


a ai oOiar paid workers not pravtouely I i I 

reported work for this famVrancfi?. U | _ ' I I 

(Example' If the operation hod 2 hired farm workers who ware nol household members who averaged 40 paid hours per 
week du^ JarvMar. report 80 for column 1 of Hem lOe.) 


ian Mil 

Hours tWiMk 

April • Arne 
Hours/Week 

Juty* Sept 
HewsrWcek 

Ocl Oar 

Houis/Week 

iwm 

n«;Q 

ri-ui 

I'lnjl 






21614199 
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DIRECT SALES 

1 1 During 2014, did you produce, raise, or grow any commodibes for human oonsumpUon that this operalfon sold 
(Unacily lo 

A. indnridual cortsumers? Onciudt sms from rowMicte nanat. tamitrs msftmts. picjt 
ytmr num, doof to door. CommunSy SufiQortMi Ageicutlwo (CSA^ Exeludo non-odOile 
products such as Ctmslmas Irooa and no¥ms. nunary pnducts. cmtl Homs. 9nd n&i_ 

pncassod products such as jamas sausaguS, and tm/ns.i . U Yes L 

b. Retoil ouiteis and regional distnbutors that sold directly lo mdividual consumert? i tu _ - 

fItrcHida rastBurams. groears food nuOr. and ottiar tocal hod aggragalora t U Yes L 

0 InsliluHons such os schools and hospMals ihnl provide dining services to nu _ 

consuinars?. ... . U Yes [ 

[tf you answarad Y£S to 11a, 11b, or 11c. continue; otherwise go to Item ta.| 


12. In 2014, whal «vas the gross value of the direct sales of (ootumn] sold: 


e. drreclty to oonsuirters at farmers markets? 


b. dirsctty to oonsumors from on-farm store, u*pfok, road-stde Blonds. CSA's7. 


0 . to local retail outlets such as restaurants or grocery stores? 


d. lo u teglonal distrlbulor such as a food hub or an internet aggregator? 


e. In a locat msUtutlnnal outlet such as a school, college, or hosprtaP. 


13. Dunng 2014 did you produce, raise, or grow any oommodllies NOT USED FOR HUMAN CONSUMPTION that (his 
operation sold directly to individual consumers, or rel^l outlets and regional distnbulors lhal sold directly lo indtviduHi 
consumers? (itKlude hay. nurnwy commodCm Chnsorms trues, horses, etc I 

n r-i 

U Yes -Contfriue □ No -Go to /fern 16 


14 What was the gross value received for the (item 13) nonfood direct sales In 20147 


(5. For all the acres OWNED induding acres rented lo others, 
how rnany acres have. 


b. Other rights been SOLD? 


d. Other rights been LEASED? < include foBHs ter nuntlrrg •ir>d Mma turbines) . 

16 Do you (the pnnctpar operator) plan to retire from farm Work wtlhin the rrsjd 5 years? 

r-i n 

□ Yes □ No 

t7 Do you have a succession plan tor your farm operation? 

i-i rt 

□ Yes □ No 


Acres 

Vmt SoM Of 

Fust Leased 
(YYYTl 


fUTj 



W7 

TijIS 



■c;-. 




.v;+ 

7^'i/ 




Crop Producis and 
Corrvnodites 

Livesiocii Produois 
and Commodrlies 

(Oollarsi 

(Dollars) 


21814207 
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FARM OPERATOR & HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS 


(NOTE; PleoM anewer Ihe tcWo<Mng quMlMns tor yuurMlt (Ihe pnnetpal opareior) and yout ^>ouae. V ycai raportod one to Section U llsm 7. 


Principal Operator 


Spoiiea 


1210 Spanleh. Hiepeoic, 
or Laiino origin 


1220 Spanlali. Hlapanle. 
or Latino origin 

D Y«i □ No 


Are you and your spouse of Spanish, Htspenic. or 
Latino origin or bodtground, such as Maxican. Cuban, 
or Puerto Rican, regardless of race? 


Native HewMan 
or Othet PadSc 
lelendef 


Mark one answer only. 

, ri Lees nan high 
^ school (Mpioma 

a D High school 

□ Some coOeoe 
llnetode 

enocMies degree/ 
J-. a-yoer coasge 
* LJ gradiMle arkl 


3. What IS Ihe highest level of formal education you and 
your spouee have achieved? . . . « . « . < , 


At which occupation dKl you ond your spouse spend 
Ihe mplorMy (60 percenl or marei ot your woiK lime 
10 20147 


S. Do you (ttw pnncIpBi opgntarj now consider yourseM 
to fie retired from farmlng/ran^tng? . 


How many persons lived in lha principal operalor's housuhofd on Oocernber 31. 2014? 

(tne/ude operator, epouco cMtSva end ntnerv Hwty tn Me iwomtor'e ixswenoM/ 1227 ! 

Are you generaHy a person willing to take nsKs or do you liy (o avoid taking rieks? Ptoeee medr on* 6(ur on tfia wale 
belDM' where rrie vetoe V" means im m an eiWeig to iMe rfyia' and ttm vakim 1cr means msy tnnanp to (Me nMs* 

Nfil el M ntoHQ Fosir erei g . 

to take neks fa hm ndw I qoi 


In 2014. was more than S0% of ihe ownersikp mteresl in this operation held by you pne pencvuM operator/ and/or 
persons related to you by blood, marriage, or adoption, including relairves not residing in your household? (Omnnhip 
MerMl tt dSkned ae havtfig tmmrshp or al tear/ some of ttm term buvnese asaels PotenOal owners mtSsto totfMdUB/e, pertners. 
mpome atarahokUn. and members of a Leneed LreMiTy Cnnrpifrry PotorMiai owners DO NOT INCLUDE lenOtonIs. conbwrJonK 
endtorwws 1 

□ Yas • Continuo □ No • Go lo SacHon O 


21814215 
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FARM OPERATOR HOUSEHOLD - INCOME, ASSETS, & DEBT 


Whtth valM code from the list below represents the total rncorr>e the household, the principal operator, and spouse 
received In 2014 from > (Eichido tom income roportaa sarfter; 


tvetoc- Coflo) 


all off-ferm wages, salaries, and tips before taxes and 


wuhh^t^s? 


net cash income from operaimg arwther farm or ranch 
(net of depreciation)? (U o tosn tie* meunod, pieete tndtcet* 


c net cash tncorrw from npersting any othar business (net 
of deprecation)? (d a toes wo& incunea pteooe mtucale mrn 


net cash inoome from renting farmland to others, excluding land rented to others from this 
operation? (Inctude rental of tarmiand mat (a not pad of ffus opeiallon. wttictt may inakide whole 
lims or /anctms owrwd by hoinehold member* as ymk aa smaNor parcels of land Inck/da caab or 
sHaie-fental mcoma If a toss tras incuned. pleasa Inflteara wUh a aegatiVB ggn.| . 


e interest Income? 


f dividend income? 


g total proceeds from the sale of farm and non-farm capital assets? 
rfncfuds opomtor hooseholrf's ahem only ) 


(I) recognized gain/Ioss on the sale of capHal assets reported above? (Item lg) 


(If 0 toss tio* iiKpr^. piMse IndiiMe tnth a native sign) 


h- income from private pensions and private dlsabitity payments? 


income from public sources? ffflclud* Sooai SscurAy. mffAary and other pubiK raiirement. 
vereren’s t>er«e4ty. pobtfr UisaUMy uftamptoynKinl. or other pubHc ewWance I . 


I Other off-farm sources of income? 


Sm oOTi • M.QOQ 
$15.000 -IS.Shl* 
fitouoo - 24 NOV 
UfrUOC -wnov 
ssafloo-.«4Bee 

S» 000 -30900 
StOODO- 40 900 
S56'»0 dO.Wtt 
wn.mi' - rodsu 


sen, non M.MO 
tlw.cu- 12409? 
S17SOOO- I49V99 
itsUiOou- iRoeeo 
S2uacnn-z74Q8«i 
ssraoflo-Mseoo 
S360 eon -460 090 
sson.cuj Tsg.our 
VM.O<Ki-u9se9? 


II *90 

KtK -1:1911 

si.eoe* IBM 
Ob«n-2ee<i 

uooQ-aein 

Man- 4.000 
ssoxi r.Aiw 
fruri- SM0 


HOUSEHOLD SPENDIH6 - (Pkme see VALUE CtMES above) 

2. Wfilch value code from the list above represents how much Hits household stwnl In 2014 on 

a. food, Including food mvay from home? . 

b. rent payments for pnnctpol operators dwelling, if not owned by the household 
(/rem Jc. on pexf page) or farm business (Section J. Hem (abase zero vaM>o/? 


c, uliirliee and household supplies? 


non- farm trenspoftation for the; 

(1) renimg or leasing of vehicles for household use, public transportation expenses, etc.? 
Ill) fuel, mainlervance and repairs, vehicle insurance. parKing and license fees for non-farm 
share of vehicles? . . 


21814223 
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HOUSEHOU) SPENDING - fPt^aam ma VALUE COOESonpog* 22) 



e. health and medical expenses of: 


1 Value Cade 

(1) health and/of dental insurance costs? (cans nn( a/vemi Oy ffta ferm oeeraMn or an 
o/Nsmr emfifayor). . 

ITOSj 

L 

(II) out of pocket expenses tor health and medical needs? 

tincfuda eo-fiOfrmantM ccMnswrence. (M/cMitei. eft . , ■ , , , ■ . . 

. nw 1 

r 

f. oontr^HJtions to peraonal insurance (mehfdfng tifv, and kaoiMy insemnce but no* 

tneOtdmQ haaot*. tronmmnmr or wWcto /nsurenra) and reilremsnt plans including pensions 
and Social Security? 



Itos 


g. coninbutione to individuals outside of the household, moiudlno alimony. chM support, 
gifts (not mdudfrv beguesfs) aiKl cttanloble conlnbutions? , . .... . • . . . 

. mo 


h mortage interest lor operators who (Na In a dwelllr>o owned by Ihe household and not 
the oparatton? fEjreluds any pads of mongogepnrKapafl 

. t190 


1 property taxes tor operators who live In a dwelltog owned by the household and not the 
operation?. 

. tiat 


|. aR other tomily Irving expenses, such as non-farm household irwuranoe payments. 



ctolhmg and perBonol care products arvt services; house fumtshings and equipment, 
education and cNId for adu/t) care, entertainment (fioMifes. recreefton. and vecaPonsi? 

ttis 1 


OFF-FARM ASSETS fPUMMi ses VALUE COOES on pae* 22J 

3. Which value code on oaoe 22 reofBsenis the total value of each of the followina cateaohes of ofl-fann assets 
owned by Ihe operator end riwmbers of the operator's household on December 31. 2014. lor • rExeiud* aswrs 
of thb opanOon reportsdsi Secson .1; 

a. rtnanoal assets held n rtorr-rettramenl accounts? 

flnelude cash. ehoMng. savings, money mentsf ecooums eemScaiN or dapowr. savmgs ooncfi 
Oovemmsnf secunnei, oursiSMAnp panonai lomtt dire to (fiv opensfur or noursnofO. ce/ponM 
sfocX. mutual lUnds, cssft surrender vatoo of MS Msiirance, ornor financier assets. Eireluda oO 
(am busmoss-foiBioO assets.) 



- 0953 

1 _ Value Codfc 

b. retirement accounts? f40fA. 40a>. /R4. K4M>0h. arstr retoomvfit occoimc^ 

. >iQM 


c. operator’s dwelling. If rxst ownad by Ihe oparaUon? (not raporfed «n 5setton J. iVsnr fa). 

. n»4 

1 

d. real estate and olher personal (Bocond) homes? 

(otf»r loffm raadamiai rantaf, oommorciat. and otrmt iM ssrator 

1 

. DOSS 1 

1 

1 

e. business not part of Ihie torm? . i , 

. Does 


f. aH household vehicles? drte/uding nousehold share or vwveles pari^ ownsd by (he eperaiioni 

DOSZ 

1 

1 

g. other assets not reported atsewhera? , • , * , • 

. ootr 

i 

OFF-FARM DEBT > f^Ms# jm VALUE CODES or pep* 22^ 

4 Which value code on oaoe 22 represents (he total value of each of Ihe foRowino cataaorief of off-rerm debt (debt not 

assoctofed wtfh ffMe operaltorr) owed by Ihe operator and members of Ihe operator's household ort December 31, 2014. 
lor - dnctude otNOtm data stoned wtfh term aasots Escfudt any dehf - housthaid dabt eradil cards, tfc - repoded Si SecdcHi K. 
Farm DaU) 

(NOTE: (f morfpflge deaf on fha oparator dwotHng was rvporfad earlier si Soelton K. Korn 6, (hen stiip Horn 4a and cotninue with 4b 
dmor^ge dahf on rhe operator dwtttng mws NOT r^Mrtodln SMhon K. Itam 6, than coaUnua wffh hem 4a ] 



Vstoa Code 

a. mortgages on operator’s dwetttng, If r>ot ownod by the operation? 

(kKhtda noma mongagat noma apuMy foam and Mmj of credh saamtd hy tfta opennors tkyoautg.f 

. DOW 


b. mortgages on other real estate and other personal homes such as second homes? 
fiActotf* mrvrgegM. tpusy Awns, and itnat of crettf oacutad by other real utort MdiMing nrhsr 
famn. rettctontat mmw. commtrEfsI. and uTher real esiato ), 



. OSM 


c. loans on busirtesses that are rmt a part of ihe farm operation? 

. 1«1 
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d. pursonal loans? ^fnc/ud* ctodit amti, auto foonw. unpaKl iimu. and motieol 64*1 


0 , alt other orr-farm debt owed by Itre operalor or househokt? 

WhloTi value code on page 22 reiprasants the amount ot off-farm debt owed by the operator 
Of housahofd members that was secured by farm assets? 


2Q13 INCOME & EXPENSES 

6. Which value oexte on poge 22 reprosents the total farm sales Iasi year (2013)? 

(Tcati tmm mto» tnckKUtt SveftncA end crop unwnn Itvm cash and marlt*f«tg vorifrr?^ snlsf. 

Me* recewetf fnm ivetroM and crap proobcf/ion corvrsen fho net onanpe in CCC toons, ana 

^owtpment pe>vn»nl.f / . .... . . ..... i1l 

7. Which value cods on page 22 rapresards lire itet operatong income for Ihts operation fast year (2013)? 
fces/i HrKonw from tin toon suurcur mfrN» prodricmwi codfs and iwpraclfWN) fr noQon^ not 

oporaftfig inoome. etoOKr SMlIctfo wim e eapdfrv* sign jMtare rher Vatin oNfrrJ til 

6 Which value ooda on page 22 represents the total off-fnim Income last year (2013)? 
tmoot. -srMirftrs. ripe:. irenreti. (IMdomib. >)th9r pnti/K anomos. an bafwo wxax. rneorm* 
opemhrg anotitor lann mcoma frnm operating any cUior bt/stness- tf negadve off-ttom tncome. 
pteaiMr /rtOBcsre a negeove silgnoeJbnr ffte MUA code; . . til 


CONCLUSION 


To receive the compleie resuUs of this survey on the release dale, go to 
WWW usda oov/resuHsT 

Would you ralher have a brief summary moiled to you at o loler date? 


(Thank You for Your Participation) 


2 in case we have auestions. please provide your contact information 


R*porWd_By: 


L oiii|iM«e»iy 

ending TIiim piaiwy) 

OR 
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URMiM. ’ 




I 







Rteponsa 

Raspondcnl 

Mod* 

Enum Ivol. 

Duplication 

Ad|tM(or 

riMd Office 

Its* OpttDnal 


9901 

6M'i2 

9KI3 

999S won 

tres 

OU93 000] 




1 «M«(I 




JR 


2-Sp 

?-TbI 




3-lnac 


3-Acct y BktN 

3-Pi»oe*to-Fac« 



Offtee Um for POlO 



4-Panner 




MM 



g-Olher 


1 




21814249 




121 


Submitted Memorandum by Hon. Suzan K. DelBene, a Representative in 
Congress from Washington 


USDA-CENSUS-0003500 

USDA United States Department of Agrieulture 

National Agricultural Statistics Service 

Tenure, Ownership, and Transition of Agricultural Land (TOTAL) Survey 

March 19, 2014— DRAFT 

Baekground 

The TOTAL Survey has been funded $4.5 million ($2.0 million from ERS in FY14 
and $2.5 million in NASS’ FY15 Census budget). Unlike the Agricultural Economics 
and Land Ownership Survey (AELOS) conducted for 1999, we are decoupling the 
request for names and addresses from the operators and expanding the scope of the 
Agricultural Resources Management Survey (ARMS), Phase III to collect data from 
the owners/operators. We are building a frame of landlords only from the June Area 
Frame (2014, rotated out segments from 2013, and rotated out segments from 2012) 
matched against administrative sources. The two administrative sources will be tax 
records purchased from CoreLogic and owners identified to Farm Services Agency 
(ESA). When those two sources do not provide information, NASS will utilize 
NASDA staff to visit the county tax assessor office to identify the land owners. Data 
from the landlords only will be collected on a questionnaire separate from the ARMS 
Phase 111 but during the same data collection window. It is a requirement that data 
be turned over to ERS no later than the end of July 2015 so products can be devel- 
oped and shared with USDA by the end of September 2015. 


Issue 

NASS and ERS both desire to use the mandatory authority of the Census of 
Agriculture to increase response rates. The current ARMS docket will be sus- 
pended and a new docket submitted so we can carry the mandatory reporting 
statement on the questionnaires. 


One issue is the access to ARMS records by sworn data users via the ERS data 
lab and through the data enclave. NASS has prohibited access to Census of Agri- 
culture data and without approval, this combined effort under the Census authority 
would limit record level access. Should ERS and the data enclave be given ac- 
cess to the data file? 

A second issue is the NASS publication. Due to the narrow window of time be- 
tween clean data file and data dissemination, should NASS agree to data dis- 
semination via only on-line methods? 

In regards to the publication, should NASS utilize the new ERS farm ty- 
pology definitions? The revised farm typology is summarized on page 2 and page 
3. Note that the categories size breaks are different and that they use gross cash 
farm income instead of gross farm sales. 

Proposal * 


* Editor’s note: this is an excerpt of the Memorandum. 
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Submitted Article by Hon. Collin C. Peterson, a Representative in Congress 

FROM Minnesota 

Scrooged by the survey: Farmers miss out on ARC payments 



Video hyperlink: https:! I content.jwplatform.com / videos I zXmgQ62z- 
hWqsCqCS.mp4. 

By Mikkel 'Pa.teslAgweek on Dec. 7, 2015 at 9:34 a.m. 


JUD, N.D. — Jeremy Nitschke says he fills out a lot of Federal agricultural surveys 
and responds to government surveys, but says a National Agricultural Statistics 
Survey that failed in his county shouldn’t have cost him $30,000. 

At age 38, Nitschke is a farming partner with his younger brother, Nathan. The 
two farm in both Logan and LaMoure counties in North Dakota. They work in a 
loose association with an older Nitschke partnership that includes their father, Jon 
Nitschke, and their uncle, Jeff Nitschke. 



Jeremy Nitschke (right) and his uncle, Jeff Nitschke, are partners in sep- 
arate family farming ventures. They farm primarily in North Dakota’s 
LaMoure and Logan counties — the only two counties in North Dakota that 
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are not eligible for corn payments in the Agriculture Risk Coverage-County 
program for the 2014 crop year. (Mikkel 'PateslAgweek). 



LaMoure and Logan counties were the only counties in North Dakota 
that didn’t get payments for corn in the Agriculture Risk Coverage-County 
program for the 2014 crop year. Farmers had budgeted $20 to $67 per acre 
but got nothing, largely because they didn’t fill out a voluntary yield sur- 
vey. (Mikkel VateslAgweek). 



Farmers in North Dakota’s LaMoure and Logan counties, including the 
Nitschke families who farm in Jud, N.D., didn’t get the expected payments 
from the Agriculture Risk Coverage-County program for the 2014 crop year. 
(Mikkel VateslAgweek). 

When only one out of five farmers who received NASS corn yield returned those 
surveys last fall, it affected whether farmers in the two counties would get a pay- 
ment in the Agriculture Risk Coverage-County, also called ARC-CO. 

Jeremy and Nathan’s partnership is typical and easy to calculate. The younger 
partners together have 1,000 acres of corn base on their FSA farm. With help from 
their loan officer, they calculated that, depending on 3 deld, they might expect a net 
ACR-CO ranging from $20 to $67 per acre, or roughly $20,000 to $67,000. 
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Instead, they got nothing. Jeremy says he might have made different program de- 
cisions if he’d known how ARC-CO could go wrong. 

“How can you take $30,000 away just because people didn’t fill out a survey?” he 
says. 

How could it be? 

The Federal Agricultural Act of 2014, signed into law Feb. 7, 2014, is adminis- 
tered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Farm Service Agency. Corn farmers 
who wanted to participate were offered a choice of two FSA farm programs on a 
farm-by-farm basis — the Price Loss Coverage program or the Agriculture Risk Cov- 
erage-County program. 

The PLC program has a reference price of $3.70 per bushel. Corn farmers would 
need to see the 2014 marketing year average fall below that to get a PLC payment. 

Few predicted prices would fall below that level. 

The final 2014 marketing year average national price came in right at $3.70 per 
bushel, so farmers did not receive a PLC payment on corn. 

Most corn farmers chose ARC-CO, which allows participants to receive revenue 
coverage when the current year revenue falls below a guarantee. 

Under ARC-CO, the benchmark price for corn is $6.29 per bushel. Software pro- 
grams largely predicted that if farmers received normal yields and decreased prices 
the next 2 or 3 years, they’d likely get a pa 3 mient in ARC-CO. 

In North Dakota, farmers typically relied on spreadsheets provided by North Da- 
kota State University Extension Service. NDSU farm management specialists esti- 
mated 140 to 150 bushel per acre 3 delds for LaMoure County and 90 to 100 bushel 
per acre yields for Logan County. 

Farmers wanting to participate in ARC-CO for the 2014 crop year had until April 
7 to make program elections. By Sept. 30, they had to sign up a second time, to 
enroll into a contract. The same deadline was used for both the 2014 and 2015 crop 
contract. 

Olympic Averages 

ARC-CO guarantees were based on 5 years of county average 3 delds and mar- 
keting year average prices — 2009 to 2013. 

The benchmark revenue figure to determine whether payment should be made is 
the combination of yield and price — the Olympic average yield for those years multi- 
plied by the Olympic average price for the same years. 

The ARC-CO payment guarantee was based on 86 percent of benchmark revenue, 
calculated with a formula based on Federal budgetary limits. It is further reduced 
by a factor of 0.932 (another seven percent reduction) for Congressional sequestra- 
tion, another budget cut passed in 2011. 

In educating farmers about their options, the FSA and Extension Service rou- 
tinely noted payments would be made on county yields generated by a hierarchy of 
sources: National A^icultural Statistics Service county yield surveys, if available; 
FSA data-mined yields from the Risk Management Agency, or crop insurance; crop 
reporting district; and a yield set by the FSA state committee, using neighboring 
counties with similar production. 

Everybody heard how it worked, but no one imagined the first option wouldn’t be 
available because of a NASS survey. No one expected the second option would have 
such a negative impact. 

Survey Failure 

Darin Jantzi, NASS state statistician in Fargo, says there are roughly 282 corn 
producers in LaMoure County, according to the 2012 Census of Agriculture. 

Yield surveys for the 2014 crop year were sent to 125 county producers in mid- 
October 2014. NASS waited for mailed responses for 3 weeks. NASS surveyors then 
attempted to phone recipients, giving up only if the farmer refused, or at the end 
of the survey period. 

Only 27 of the surveys came back — three shy of the 30 producer minimum re- 
quired. Further, the responses represented only 9.5 percent of the production acres 
in the county — far short of the 25 percent needed for a valid NASS yield. 

The next option was the RMA figure, which was 165 bushels per acre. 

Jeremy wasn’t aware this was a problem until October. 

He got word from AgCountry Farm Credit Services officials in Jamestown. It sunk 
in when he wanted to pay a farm loan bill with his ARC-CO payment, and a clerk 
in the office said it would be impossible. 

“She said I got paid on 270 acres of wheat,” he says. “Nothing on the corn.” 

Jeremy’s uncle, Jeff, 59, thinks he failed to fill out the survey. But he also says 
if it were critical to paying farmers what they’re owed, NASS should have done 
something to redo the surveys “if it was this important for our pa 3 mients.” 
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RMA, FSA Differ 

Dale Ihry is a former FSA state specialist in Fargo and part of the ARC-CO farm 
bill team. He left that post in October to take a job as executive director of the 
North Dakota Corn Utilization Council. Ihry says FSA and RMA matches best in 
years when almost everyone in a county reports losses and RMA adjusts them. 

In years of no loss, RMA corn yields often run roughly 10 bushels per acre higher 
than the NASS 3 deld. 

Ihry says the most reliable yield average for administering ARC-CO is the NASS 
County average yield. The FSA found that for corn counties in North Dakota, RMA 
yields would run roughly 10 bushels per acre higher than the county NASS yield. 
Yields certified to RMA during non-loss years might not reflect moisture content, 
test weight or damage. 

Aaron Krauter, North Dakota FSA state executive director, says he can vividly 
remember telling farmers about the NASS survey basis for ARC-CO, and the “seed 
corn caps going up and down.” 

He says farmers need to understand the surveys are more important today. Farm 
programs have become more of a safety net and aren’t simply direct payments. 

“The reality is that farmers say they just throw these in the basket,” Krauter 
says. “I tell them, you can’t.” 

Farmers right now are in the middle of filling out surveys for the 2015 crops. 

In October, the FSA state committee requested the FSA in Washington, D.C., 
allow them to skip the RMA yield step for Logan and LaMoure counties, because 
it is “obvious the yield is an outlier.” 

The national officials declined. 

Krauter says the 165 bushel per acre yield for LaMoure County is a record 3 deld 
for any county in the state. The FSA state committee requested to use NASS 3 delds 
for counties with similar productivity. 

Corn council and grower association boards have asked for the situation to be re- 
visited. Krauter says he will keep asking Washington to “consider the anomaly” and 
allow the state committee to make a “reasonable yield decision.” 

Sen. John Hoeven, R-N.D., has requested that FSA Administrator Val Dolcini re- 
visit the issue and consider making things right in LaMoure, Logan and other coun- 
ties with similar situations, such as Ransom and Steele. 

County Rules 

Some counties in southeast North Dakota received $40 to $60 per acre payments 
on their corn base acres. 

“A lot of corn producers in LaMoure and Logan counties think that is what they 
should be getting,” Ihry says. 

Most realize LaMoure County was unlikely to have gotten a payment that high. 
He says if the state committee had been allowed to adjust the yields properly, 
LaMoure County would have received about $30 per base acre on their corn. 

But Ihry says it makes no sense that LaMoure County — a predominantly non-irri- 
gated county — could exceed the state’s record average corn 3 rield by 10 bushels an 
acre. Next door, Dickey County, which completed its NASS surveys, had a yield of 
150 — a difference of 15 bushels per acre. 

“How, statistically, would that ever happen?” Ihry asks. 

The FSA did change the rules for farmers in multiple counties. Farmers like Jer- 
emy who declare LaMoure County their “control” county for FSA payments, can be 
paid for acres they farm in nearby counties, such as Stutsman County. 

About 90 percent of the Nitschkes’ land is in LaMoure County, within 5 miles of 
the Stutsman County border. 

Meanwhile, some farmers who live in LaMoure County, but declare Stutsman 
County as their control county, receive the Stutsman County payment rate, before 
budget-reduction factors, of $61.36 per acre, even for land they farm in LaMoure 
County. 

Jeremy doesn’t indicate his operation is jeopardized by the ARC-CO snafu, but 
it did hurt. 

He came back to the farm in 2004 and holds an associate’s degree in agricultural 
finance from North Dakota State College of Science in Wahpeton. He is the Chair- 
man of the CHS-Dakota Prairie Ag elevator board in Edgeley, N.D., and is con- 
cerned about the dozens of farmers have been hit with the problem. 

“It’s a lot of money,” Jeremy says, estimating it is a multi-million-dollar difference 
from what was anticipated. “It’s going to make a huge impact in LaMoure County.” 


o 



